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Previous research has overlooked university employees' dual working student role as a 
potential antecedent to altered job perceptions. Therefore, a causal-comparative, quantitative 
study was conducted to examine how enrollment affects the job satisfaction, role conflict, and 
role ambiguity of non-instructional university staff. The researcher tested demographic variables, 
such as age, gender, racial identity, parental status, marital status, and years of service to 
determine if they moderated the relationship between enrollment and job perception. Among the 
811 full-time university staff members who participated, 197 were enrolled as students and 614 
were not enrolled. Participants completed the Measure of Job Satisfaction, the Revised Role 
Stressor Scales, and a demographic questionnaire administered through an online platform. 
Without considering demographic variables, no multivariate differences existed between students 
and non-students, but univariate tests indicated students were more satisfied with their jobs than 
non-students. Of the six demographic variables, only marital status had a moderating effect on 
the relationship between enrollment and the dependent variables. Specifically, married students 
were more satisfied with their jobs than married non-students, but single and dating students 
were less satisfied than single and  dating non-students. After controlling for marital status, 
students showed higher levels of role ambiguity than non-students. No significant effects were 
found for role conflict. The study concluded that enrollment does affect role ambiguity and job 
satisfaction among certain employees. With this knowledge, considering the singular influence 
staff have on the operations of a university (Farrell, 2009), administrators should consider 
accommodations such as working lunches, a student-employee organization, and a specialized 
orientation for working students to better support staff who want to continue their education. 
Future researchers may consider testing different moderators or using a qualitative approach that 
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may provide insight into lived experiences of the working student. The latter approach may 
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Study 
Employees in the United States and the United Kingdom regularly work long hours, 
which can cause employees to sacrifice much of their lives outside of work (Sullivan, 2014; 
Weathers & North, 2009/2010). "Indeed, in modern professional life, being busy is often a badge 
of honor, status, and importance" (Sullivan, 2014, p. 2). Therefore, employees are tempted to 
take on additional roles within their jobs or other personal responsibilities.   
When employees take on multiple roles at work, often their solution for resolving role 
conflicts is to stay at work for longer hours (Sullivan, 2014). Unfortunately, research shows that 
both job satisfaction and non-work life satisfaction can be negatively affected by the amount of 
time spent in the work environment (Filiz, 2013). The concepts of job satisfaction, role conflict, 
and roles in which the employee is unsure how to do both within the confines of their previous 
understanding of their job (i.e., role ambiguity) are the theoretical foundation for this study.     
Goffman (1956) suggested that when people take on multiple roles, they can create 
confusion for themselves and those around them. For a higher education employee who is also a 
college student at the same university, situations may not always be clear about which role the 
person should perform and which role their audience expects. Burke (1953) wrote about how 
individuals act in different roles and the negative results that can occur when one attempts to 
combine multiple roles in the same environment.  
These concerns were the semi-formal beginnings of role theory, which is the umbrella for 
role conflict and role ambiguity. As role theory has been developed further by other influential 
researchers, such as Nye (1976) and Biddle (1986), researchers such as Uhrbrock (1934), Allport 
(1935), Hoppock (1935), and Locke (1968) paved the way for the field of job satisfaction. These 
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two research topics, role theory and job satisfaction, were the literary foundation for this study. 
Although the overlap between the two areas may seem obvious, Lobel (1991) asserted that how 
adults distribute their time between their work roles and non-work roles was a topic on which the 
literature had no definitive answers. 
In higher education specifically, there is a faction of employees who remain in their work 
environments beyond regular work hours due to another role, that of the college student.  “When 
the two roles of employee and student are carried out simultaneously, there is the possibility of 
spillover from one role to the other; this can have…negative consequences,” such as “stress, 
scheduling constraints, and interference with performance in the school domain,” (Dakas, 2011, 
p. 5). The spillover between the work role and the college student role is known as work-school 
conflict (Gareis et al., 2009). Dakas (2011) concluded that the literature has, thus far, overlooked 
location in the working student literature and called for additional research to provide a greater 
degree of clarity on work location as a potential antecedent to work-school conflict and, 
ultimately, job satisfaction, in addition to other circumstances that may interfere with the work-
school domain. Although most college students work at least part-time, students who work full-
time are more likely to drop out of school than those who work less than full-time or not at all 
(Hovdhaugen, 2015). 
In more recent years, research has been conducted on this still emerging field of 
work/non-work conflict. Slan-Jerusalim and Chen (2009), Rousseau (2012), and Curran and 
Prottas (2017) concluded that the degree of importance an individual places on a specific role 
determines how they will allocate their time. However, what is important to us changes over 
time, which means an individual might prioritize school when they are 25, work when they are 
35, and family when they are 45 (Slan-Jerusalim & Chen, 2009). What is considered essential 
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can be a result of the stage of our lives or, perhaps, a personality type. Curran and Prottas (2017) 
concluded that future research should consider personality types, such as an individual’s need for 
achievement, which might affect reactions to role conflict and role ambiguity.   
Mills et al. (2014) , determined that one of the primary reasons doctoral students, in 
particular, do not complete their degrees is due to influence from their employers. Employees 
reported "excessive work demands," "lack of support," "mixed messages" about expectations 
regarding how they should prioritize work and school, "juggling of competing demands," and 
having to weigh how much progress toward their degree they were making "in the face of 
adversity," (p. 459). One participant, after taking a study leave, reflected just before his return 
that the leave made him “realise [sic] no one is actively going to support me in doing this," and 
"academia long term may not be for me, although probably more likely a career in another 
institution working for good people," (p. 451). He mentioned this as opposed to the hypocrisy of 
his university that pretends to care about his desire to continue his studies but actually only cares 
for his classes to be taught and research conducted. This participant's experience illustrated "his 
appreciation of the ambiguity associated with careers in higher education," and his comments 
"highlight the asymmetrical power relations" that Mills et al. (2014) described as the hallmark of 
staff life in higher education, (p. 451). In a qualitative study on staff who take  classes at their 
institution of employment, Bracken and Allen (2006) found the "most prevalent theme" was 
"knowing your place," (p. 61). Bracken and Allen (2006) described academia as an industry that 
naturally puts "a high value on postsecondary formal education" but, at the same time, can be 
"intense environments in terms of maintaining distinct working and professional class 





Mills, et al.'s (2014) study results mirror Gagnon and Packard's (2011) advisement to 
employers to support their employees who want to take classes or risk losing them. McFeely and 
Wigert (2019) reported that businesses in the United States lose a trillion dollars per year 
because employees choose to leave their employer, a problem they say is “eminently fixable,” 
(para. 3). When employers make employees feel continually “disappointed by the behaviour [sic] 
of [their] managers,”, "frustrated and tired," as though they are "working for a fascist militia and 
that [they] should be trying to get out but [are] not sure how," these are clear warning signs of a 
potential impending exit that can be avoided (as quoted in Mills et al., 2014. p. 452).     
Statement of the Problem 
Three concerns in higher education could benefit from the findings from this study. First, 
there is a lack of research in general regarding higher education staff, the population who this 
study directly addresses. Second, the lack of satisfaction higher education staff experience can 
have ill effects on students. Third, colleges are labor-intensive and operate using a model 
whereby they spend most of their operating dollars on salaries. Hence, administrators may want 
to invest  those salary dollars in satisfied employees who are committed to serving the institution. 
This study adds to the research on higher education staff, a large portion of the higher education 
employee workforce, and job satisfaction research at large. Together, these three issues combine 
to address a problem that has been largely ignored until now. 
First, higher education job satisfaction research is a small fraction of job satisfaction 
research. Scholars primarily emphasize the importance of job satisfaction in industry, while only 
a small segment focuses on higher education employees’ job satisfaction (Howard-Baldwin, et 
al., 2012). Previous research has focused on the effects of faculty within academic institutions, 
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rather than administrative staff (Abouserie, 1996; Chen et al., 2006; Filiz, 2013; Lacy & 
Sheehan, 1997; Oshagbemi, 2013). In most higher education job satisfaction studies, the research 
is typically conducted on faculty and rarely on non-instructional employees (Anderson et al., 
2000; Howard-Baldwin et al., 2012; O’Connor & Cordova, 2010; Vander Putten et al., 1997). 
This study focused on non-instructional, professional, and support staff.   
Second, researchers have argued that the job satisfaction of non-instructional staff has the 
potential to improve the educational experience an institution provides to its students, because 
administrative personnel are, generally, the first employees to interact with students (Rosser, 
2004; Tai & Chuang, 2014). The services professional and support staff provide, such as housing 
and residence life, academic advisement, financial assistance, career advising, and admissions 
are critical to student success and graduation (Anderson et al., 2000). These services are 
fundamental, but they also positively affect student retention (Metzner, 1989).  
Third, “colleges are labor intensive,” (Johnsrud, 2002, p. 379).  The American 
Association of University Professors (2015) reported that at the end of 2015, 74 percent of a 
university’s expenditures are related to compensation. With that said, staff job satisfaction can 
influence several institutional systems. Staff work with students, faculty, and members of the 
surrounding community, and “they can reflect the institution’s overall spirit and vitality. Clearly, 
they contribute significantly to the academic organization by serving and supporting the primary 
functions of teaching, research, and service,” (Rosser, 2004, pp. 318-319). Farrell (2009) found 
that staff can have a considerable effect on student retention and suggested higher education 
institutions should use this information to establish best practices for facilitating the staff-student 
relationship to its fullest potential.  
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Research has shown that the two groups have a significant relationship with each other in 
the higher education environment regarding the staff-student connection. Furthermore, the 
research mentioned above buoys the importance of higher education staff in the student 
experience. However, the implication is that these two populations are mutually exclusive within 
higher education, but are they? “The impact of simultaneous participation in graduate school on 
important work-related outcomes is an understudied phenomenon,” (Wyland et al., 2013, p. 
346); that is to say, what if the staff member and the student were one person? What if this staff 
member, who attempts to balance their role as a staff member and student, was also prone to 
“irregular work schedules, long hours, (and) high job involvement,” (Olsen & Near, 1994, p. 
181)? Given the significant impact staff job satisfaction can have on students and the critical role 
staff play in higher education infrastructure, a closer look at the understudied population of staff 
who are also students is called for and, thus, is the focus of the current study.  
Purpose Statement 
The primary purpose of this study was to compare groups who were or were not 
negotiating both staff and student roles on their perceived levels of job satisfaction, role conflict, 
and role ambiguity and to determine if any systematic differences existed based on their 
demographic traits.   
Significance of the Study 
Previous research has established the importance of job satisfaction on the student 
experience in higher education. The current study focused on the work experiences of the 
student-employee. Where the staff experience and the student experience abut one another, there 
are gaps in higher education and job satisfaction literature. This gap offers an opportunity for the 
researcher to draw attention to  this scarcely studied population: employees who are concurrently 
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staff and students. This study will benefit this subgroup of staff employees within higher 
education that have enrolled at their current institutions of employment or, perhaps more 
importantly, those employees who are considering enrolling. The conclusions from this study 
will provide insights regarding how student employees can be proactive in their efforts to 
minimize conflict between their work and school roles. 
Senior leadership can benefit from the results of this study in multiple ways. This study 
serves as a reminder of the importance of their staff, and administrators could use these results to 
proactively institute procedures to orientate their employees on potential conflicts that may arise, 
as a result of combining their work and school roles in the same institution.  
The College and University Professional Association for Human Resources (2008) 
reported that 96 percent of all universities/colleges offer a form of tuition waiver or remission. In 
2016, the same organization reported that nearly 90 percent of universities offered this benefit. 
This is an added incentive that university employees acquire more often than private industry 
employees. The Society for Human Resource Management (2015) reported that only 56 percent 
of all employers offer tuition assistance for undergraduate courses, and 52 percent of employers 
offer tuition assistance for graduate courses. This shows a substantial distinction in education 
benefits between universities and other employers.    
Moreover, the population of working adults who are also in school is at its peak, but only 
a limited amount of research has been conducted to explore how students manage these roles 
(McNall & Michel, 2017). This section reviews some of the most recent studies conducted in the 
closest manner to the proposed study and how their results and recommendations indicated the 
need for further research, such as that conducted in the current study. 
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Curran and Prottas (2017) conducted a study with non-instructional university staff to 
assess their levels of work engagement, performance, and job satisfaction when faced with role 
conflict, ambiguity, and overload. The participants of this study were exclusively non-
instructional staff who work directly with students, not those without direct contact (e.g., an 
auditor or a member of the facilities staff). While this article addressed higher education staff job 
satisfaction, there was no indication that the participants were also students. The outcome 
indicated the potential for the participants’ job satisfaction to impact the students with whom 
they worked. The current study also measured higher education employees' levels of job 
satisfaction and role conflict but examined how these were impacted by enrollment.  
Role conflict research that examines the relationship between work and school is still 
developing in this new area of research known as work-school conflict. However, researchers do 
not understand how carrying out these roles simultaneously will affect employees’ work 
performance (Wyland et al., 2016). “Conflict…is primarily viewed as detrimental to the person; 
for example, spending time at work can interfere with educational activities and learning,” 
(Creed et al., 2015; p. 49). This research addresses the conflict between work and school but not 
circumstances in which work and education occur in the same environment. The topic of 
exploration for this study was whether these two roles, generally thought of as conflicting, have a 
significant effect when performed simultaneously. The significance of this study was in 
providing answers to the questions in this segment of role conflict literature for which research 
has only begun.  
Theoretical Framework 
The overarching framework for this study was based on role theory, which covers a broad 
spectrum for studying social interactions (Biddle, 1986), coupled with job satisfaction, which 
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stems from early research on work attitudes. Role theory is often described from five sub-
theories: functional, structural, organizational, cognitive, and interactionist (Biddle, 1986; 
Goffman, 1956; Nye, 1976). This study focused on  organizational role theory. Organizational 
roles are a popular component of industrial and organizational psychology, from which job 
satisfaction also stems. Organizational roles are generally associated with the workplace or a 
formal organization, and the role may or may not be assigned as an expectation of the official 
organization, such as an employee’s job title or job function. Different aspects of a job, such as 
workload, personnel, manager, time pressures, and unhappiness with their work can lead to 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Anxiety and confusion can result when an employee does not 
know the expectations of their role. Managers can alleviate this stress by explaining their 
expectations and providing clarity on employees’ roles (Qian et al., 2018). In summary, 
organizational or workplace roles are the foundation upon which role conflict, role ambiguity, 
and job satisfaction are grounded. Organizational role theory was the underlying guide, and role 
conflict, role ambiguity, and job satisfaction are the perceptions about an employee's job on 
which the current study focused.    
Research Questions 
The primary goal of this study was to ascertain whether employees enrolled as students 
experienced a difference in perceived levels of job satisfaction, role conflict, or role ambiguity 
when compared to their peers who were not enrolled. To explore this, the two main research 
questions were:  
1. What differences exist in job satisfaction, role conflict, and role ambiguity between 
higher education employees (full-time non-instructional staff) who are enrolled (full-
time or part-time) and those who are not enrolled?  
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2. How do demographic variables, such as gender identity, racial and ethnic identity, 
age, marital status, parental status, and length of employment with the university 
interact with an employee’s enrollment status with respect to the employee's level of 
job satisfaction, role conflict, or role ambiguity?   
Hypotheses 
For Research Question One, the hypotheses were: 
1a. There will be a significant difference in job satisfaction between employees who are 
concurrently enrolled in college courses and employees who are not college students. 
1b. There will be a significant difference in role conflict between employees who are 
concurrently enrolled in college courses and employees who are not college students. 
1c. There will be a significant difference in role ambiguity between employees who are 
concurrently enrolled in college courses and employees who are not college students.  
For Research Question Two, the hypotheses were:  
2a.  Gender identity, racial and ethnic identity, age, marital status, parental status, and 
length of employment with the university will moderate the difference in job 
satisfaction between students and non-students. 
2b. Gender identity, racial and ethnic identity, age, marital status, parental status, and 
length of employment with the university will moderate the difference in role conflict 
between students and non-students. 
2c. Gender identity, racial and ethnic identity, age, marital status, parental status, and 
length of employment with the university will moderate the difference in role 
ambiguity between students and non-students. 
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Definition of Terms 
The following terms are used throughout the study, and each is defined below: 
Job satisfaction 
Job satisfaction is when an employee assesses their job and determines it aligns with their 
values.  Conversely, job dissatisfaction is the negative feeling an employee experiences when 
they feel their job does not align with their values or is somehow hindering the employee from 
achieving those values. The connection between these two feelings results from the employee's 
determination of what they want from their job and what their job offers them. Edwin Locke 
(1968) defined job satisfaction as a “pleasurable emotional state resulting from the appraisal of 
one’s job as achieving or facilitating the achievement of one’s job values” (p. 10). Locke (1968) 
then defined job dissatisfaction as “the unplesaurable [sic] emotional state resulting from the 
appraisal of one’s job as frustrating or blocking the attainment of one’s job values or as entailing 
disvalues” (p. 10). Together, these two concepts “are a function of the perceived relationship 
between what one wants from one’s job and what one perceives it as offering or entailing” 
(Locke, 1968, p. 10).  
Role conflict 
Role conflict occurs when aspects of an employee's job contradict one another,  cannot be 
done simultaneously, cancel each other out, or when carrying out an action will undo another 
action. Rizzo et al. (1970) defined role conflict as the extent to which role requirements are 
compatible—or incompatible—and are evaluated according to guidelines that affect an 





Rizzo et al. (1970) defined role ambiguity as the probability of a certain outcome 
depending on a person’s behavior and how clearly the appropriate type of behavior is identified. 
Individuals can generally receive cues from the environment in response to their behavior, which 
act as a response mechanism that communicates whether their behavior was appropriate or not.  
Job Perceptions 
Job perceptions refers to the participants’ collective views of job satisfaction, role 
conflict, and role ambiguity. 
Full-time Employees 
Full-time employees are those who work at least 30 hours per week. 
Higher Education Employees 
Higher education employees are non-instructional staff who support administrative, 
educational, or service components of a university’s operations, which includes full-time 
permanent employees of the university from which participants were sampled.  
Students  
Students are individuals enrolled in college courses either part-time or full-time. 
Administrative and Professional (A&P) Employees 
Administrative and Professional employees are those whose jobs require a bachelor’s 
degree or a more advanced degree.  
University Support Personnel System (USPS) Employees 
University Support Personnel System refers to employees in support staff roles that do 




This study explored the influence of simultaneous enrollment and employment on higher 
education employees' perceived job satisfaction, role conflict, and role ambiguity. This study 
also aimed to determine if certain demographic variables have an effect on the aforementioned 
relationship. Using this specific population should give weight to the importance of staff in 
higher education. Whether they work for a paycheck or pursue careers specifically in the 
university setting, doing so while also managing a student role may make them feel isolated and 
overlooked, at times. While their willingness to perform both employee and student roles is 
laudable, feeling less satisfied with their job is cause for concern. Results from this study may 




CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
Higher education staff are the "unsung professionals of the academy," (Rosser, 2004, p. 
317). Only recently have researchers begun to give long-overdue attention to professional staff 
and their contributions to higher education (Graham, 2012). This is true especially when one 
considers that “professional staff hold much of the systemic knowledge, the intellectual capital, 
required to ensure the functioning of the university,” (Graham, 2012, p. 439). Therefore, this 
study fills essential gaps in the research on job satisfaction, and it  magnifies our understanding 
of how full-time, higher education staff, who are currently enrolled in college as students, are 
affected by their dual roles.  
This chapter begins with a historical background as it is necessary to understand how 
research has previously viewed job satisfaction and its evolution. The next section explores  how 
scholars have studied job satisfaction among higher education employees. Finally, this review 
includes a discussion of the theoretical framework as the foundation for this study and how the 
literature has demonstrated the way role theory, intertwined with job satisfaction, can impact the 
student-employee and their connection to job satisfaction, role conflict, and role ambiguity.  
History of Job Satisfaction 
The concept of job satisfaction was a product of research regarding psychological 
attitudes that morphed into attitudes toward one’s work environment. Work on attitudes can be 
traced back to the psychologist Herbert Spencer. Spencer was one of the first to study and 
publish on the concept of psychological attitudes in his work First Principles (1862). The first 
mention of work attitudes in a laboratory or experimental capacity was by Lange in 1888 (as 
cited in Allport, 1935).  
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What would eventually become the field of job satisfaction has historically been 
grounded in the work of psychologists (Budworth & Latham, 2007), though in its beginnings it 
was primarily used to improve employee efficiency (Wright, 2006). Hersey (1929) conducted 
research by spending time with factory workers during and outside of work to determine their 
emotional states, which he rated on a scale from happy to worried, to determine patterns. 
Uhrbrock (1934) was one of the first psychologists to study job satisfaction, though researchers 
were still referring to the subject as work attitudes. Uhrbrock began his work studying attitudes 
in general and was part of a project team that put together an advanced instrument to assess 
attitudes (Eswaran et al., 2011).  
Using attitudes as a foundation, Uhrbrock (1934) became interested in learning about job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, and involvement. Uhrbrock’s work, although it was 
written almost 90 years ago, still seems relevant today. He discussed the three basic fears of 
employees: losing their job, getting sick or hurt and being unable to work, and not having enough 
money to retire comfortably (Uhrbrock, 1934). Hoppock (1935) and Uhrbrock likely conducted 
research during overlapping periods of time. Like Uhbrock, Hoppock initially researched another 
topic that led him to job satisfaction. In Hoppock's case, he studied worker adjustment, of which 
job satisfaction was a component. Like Uhbrock, he began to focus his research on job 
satisfaction over time. Hoppock  defined the concept of job satisfaction as “any combination of 
psychological, physiological, and environmental circumstances that cause a person to truthfully 
say, ‘I am satisfied with my job’” (p. 47). In a series of studies beginning in 1932, Hoppock 
identified some of the key influencers of job satisfaction: an employee's manager, their peers, 
and their pay. The study also pinpointed potential causes of job satisfaction, such as how 
publicly visible and impressive a person's job was, whether an employee could work with little 
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supervision, and how well they got along with their boss and coworkers (Bowling & Cucina, 
2015).   
  Locke (1968) defined job satisfaction as a “pleasurable emotional state resulting from 
the appraisal of one’s job as achieving or facilitating the achievement of one’s job values” (p. 
10). Locke went on to define job dissatisfaction as “the unplesaurable emotional state resulting 
from the appraisal of one’s job as frustrating or blocking the attainment of one’s job values or as 
entailing disvalues” (p. 10). Together, job satisfaction and dissatisfaction make the boundaries of 
a continuum of which one end is what a person would ideally want their job to be, and the other 
end is what they perceive their job is, in reality (Locke, 1968). Depending on the satisfaction 
level of the individual, that line could be long or short. 
Locke (1968) grounded his research in psychological principles, and the work of the 
experts of his time, such as Herzberg (1965), Maslow (1943), Vroom (1964), and early 
psychologists such as B. F. Skinner. Locke’s work was the first to attempt to provide a 
theoretical rationale on the topic of job satisfaction (Locke, 1970). By 1978, job satisfaction 
research had produced several thousand studies (Gruneberg & Startup, 1978). By 1997, the 
number of studies exceeded 10,000 (Wright, 2006). “Job satisfaction is, by far, the most 
frequently studied variable in organizational research,” (Wright, 2006, p. 262). 
Theoretical Foundations of Job Satisfaction Research 
A number of scholars paved the way for the field of job satisfaction, but there are several 
common theories used directly in job satisfaction research that one would be remiss not to 
mention. Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory (1965), also called the Two-Factor Theory, 
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs (1943), and Victor Vroom’s Expectancy Theory (1964) are three 
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of the most often used. Below, a large amount of theory information has been adapted into two 
succinct tables to define the theories associated as the foundation for research in job satisfaction. 
Saif et al. (2012) attempted to break down the processes used to understand job 
satisfaction in the workplace and explain what motivates an employee in the context of the work 
environment.  The authors discussed how the literature commonly groups the psychological 
theories that are the basis for many job satisfaction studies. Shajan and Shajahan (2004) explain 
the grouping of theories focused on processes (Table 1). For example, Behavior Modification, 
Cognitive Evaluation Theory, Goal Setting Theory, Reinforcement Theory, Expectancy Theory, 
and Equity Theory are grouped together (Saif, et al., 2012). The process theories focus more 
specifically on actions, whether behavioral or thought-based, and address how the behavior or 
thought process takes place. Process theories attempt to explain these actions. 
In Table 1, two Skinner theories are cited: Behavior Modification Theory (1938, 1953) 
and Reinforcement Theory (1958). Behavior Modification Theory considers stimulating a 
specific behavior (as cited in McCleod, 2007). Reinforcement Theory, better known as 
Positive/Negative Reinforcement, demonstrates the relationship between behaviors and 
outcomes and determines whether they could be predicted or controlled using positive and 
negative consequences (McCleod, 2007). Piaget's Cognitive Evaluation Theory (1952) sought to 
explain how children’s thinking advances as they grow older and leads to complex thinking as 
adults, at which point their childhood views are compared to the realities of adulthood (McCleod, 
2009). Locke and Latham’s Goal Setting Theory (1990) was a product of studies attempting to 
explain whether a relationship existed between how difficult a goal was and how much effort a 
person was willing to put forth to achieve the goal (Locke & Latham, 2006). Vroom’s 
Expectancy Theory (1964) considered a connection between how a person acts and what they 
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expect due to their actions (Gyurko, 2011). Expectancy Theory explains how a person's cognitive 
attributes determine why they think the action will lead to a particular result. Finally, Adams' 
Equity Theory (1963) explained employees' perceptions of the give and take involved in their 
job, which is what they perceive they are giving and getting (Kaur et al., 2014). 
Table 1. Process Theories 
Theory Theorist(s) Goal/Explanation of Theory 
Behavior 
Modification 
B. F. Skinner 
Change behaviors using differing environmental 
treatments. Based on operant conditioning, 
which looks at how to stimulate a specific 




Explains how children’s thinking advances 
throughout adolescence, which leads to 
adulthood, where they can process complex 
ideas and see where their childhood views differ 
from their adult realities.2 
Goal Setting 
Theory 
Edwin Locke & Gary 
Latham 
Studies performed to identify the relationship 
between goal difficulty and the level of “task 
performance” required to reach a goal.3 
Reinforcement 
Theory 
B. F. Skinner 
Commonly known as positive and negative 
reinforcement. Provided a relationship between 
behaviors and outcomes in an attempt to incite 
specific behaviors using only positive and 
negative consequences for certain behaviors.1 
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1As cited in McLeod, 2007; 2As cited in McLeod, 2009; 3As cited in Locke & Latham; 2006, 4As 
cited in Gyurko, 2011; 5As cited in Kaur et al., 2014 
 
Similarly, theories focused on content (Table 2), such as Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs 
(1943), Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory (1966), Theory X and Theory Y (1960), Alderfer’s ERG 
Theory (1969), and McClelland’s Theory of Needs (1965) are grouped together, (Saif. et al., 
2012). While the theories listed in Table 1 focus on process and explain how and why behavior 
occurs, the theories focused on content in Table 2 identify what the person acting out the 
behaviors seeks, as a result of their actions. Some examples could include ideas, needs, desires, 
or goals.  
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs considers what needs or rewards motivate people, and it 
eventually became a sequence, commonly illustrated as a pyramid, which shows general human 
needs from the basic to the conceptual (McCleod, 2007). Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory 
describes motivation and hygiene factors. Motivation factors are those in which presence led to 
Theory Theorist(s) Goal/Explanation of Theory 
Expectancy Theory Victor Vroom 
Analyzes the link between how employees 
perform at work and the employee’s goals, 
between goals and motivation based on certain 
beliefs, and how performance relates to certain 
factors such as personality, skills, knowledge, 
experience, and abilities.4 
Equity Theory John Stacey Adams 
Examines the worker’s perceived relationship 
between what they put into their job and what 
they get from their job.5 
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satisfaction, and hygiene factors are those that can lead to dissatisfaction when present (Hyun & 
Oh, 2011). McGregor’s Theory X and Theory Y looks at behaviors—either active or passive—
and determines what type of managerial oversight is needed (Stewart, 2010). Alderfer's ERG 
Theory (1969) was explicitly developed for the work environment. Alderfer constructed this 
theory based on Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs to describe needs in terms of the workplace more 
specifically than life in general (Arnolds & Boshoff, 2002). McClelland's Theory of Needs 
(1965) was based on McClelland's belief that what a person needs is determined over time, by 
their life experiences. McClelland identified three general groups of needs: power, affiliation, 
and achievement (Arnolds & Boshoff, 2003).      
Table 2. Content Theories 





Understand what motivates people beyond rewards. 
Believed motivations were innate and would build or 
become deficient as needs were met or unmet. Built on 
pyramid structure divided into five basic and growth 
needs, said to motivate people more and more strongly 





Two factors leading to employee satisfaction: Motivation 
and Hygiene. Lack of hygiene factors such as policy, 
stability, and supervision does not lead to motivation. 
Motivation factors such as personal growth, passion for 




1As cited in McLeod, 2007; 2As cited in Hyun & Oh, 2011; 3As cited in Stewart, 2010; 4As cited 
in Arnolds & Boshoff, 2002; 5As cited in Arnolds & Boshoff, 2003  
 
Judge’s Dispositional Theory (1992) suggested some people may be naturally inclined to 
be satisfied to a certain extent irrespective of their particular job at any given time. Judge et al. 
(1998) also introduced the Core Self-Evaluations Model, “That is, the way in which people see 
themselves affects how they experience their jobs and even their lives,” (p. 30). Concluding this 
section’s discussion on the effects of psychology on the theoretical foundations of job 
satisfaction research, the following section only focuses on job satisfaction literature.  
Workforce Literature on Job Satisfaction 
The bulk of published job satisfaction research and scholarly work is focused on industry 
or the workforce in general. Below is a discussion of these findings. First, Locke (1995, pp. 123-
Theory  Theorist(s) Goal/Explanation of Theory 




Distinguishes between two types of behavior: active and 
passive and how they call for different types of 





An alternate version of need theory that was developed 
specifically for the workplace. (ERG stands for 






Focuses on the need for achievement, comprised of a 
person’s standards, drive to excel, and personal path to 
success. Three general needs were determined: power, 
affiliation, and achievement. Organizations need 
“achievers” to grow.5 
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124) composed a micro-analysis of how an employee appraises his/her job and whether it is 
satisfying. The micro-analysis is divided into “seven separable though related sub-processes” (p. 
123). Below are Locke’s descriptions paired with examples for each.  
• Employees evaluate every “event, task and outcome” (p. 123) they face and 
assign a value based on the significance to the individual and his/her standards. 
E.g., Joan loves coming up with creative ideas for marketing campaigns because 
it challenges her imagination, and she enjoys seeing how the audience responds. 
• Employees evaluate “events and actions in relation to each other,” (p. 123). E.g., 
Benji appreciates a day off more when he knows he will not come back to a 
massive pile of work on his desk. 
• Employees evaluate events regarding how they affect their long-term goals. E.g., 
Francis considers it worthwhile to take a lateral assignment from sales into the 
accounting department because her ultimate goal is to be the CFO.  
• Valuations of situations will differ based on the structure of the company for 
which the employee works. E.g., Aidan’s new employer offers administrative 
leave if he were called for jury duty, whereas his previous employer made him 
use vacation time or leave without pay. Now Aidan does not resent being called 
for jury duty as he did before. 
• Job satisfaction “will depend upon what experiences and appraisals one retains in 
memory,” (p. 123). These memories are not always retained in order of 
importance, but rather by what experiences are more notable to the individual. 
One might remember something because it was traumatic, it happens often, or it 
happened recently. Conversely, one might repress a traumatic event as well. E.g., 
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Elijah has his boss’ coffee order memorized because he asks him to purchase 
coffee so often. Conversely, because it was so traumatic, Elijah could scarcely 
remember the day their team nearly lost the Jones account and how his boss 
shouted to his face in front of the whole office.  
• Job satisfaction depends on how an employee "integrates positive and negative 
experiences," (p. 124). E.g., For Salma, a middle-aged widow with four kids and a 
sick parent to support at home, positive experiences related to pay might cloud 
some negative experiences with her micro-managing boss. 
• Lastly, job satisfaction depends on the specific job, the individual's "job specific 
values but also on one's deeper premises or dispositional traits, such as self-
esteem," (p. 124). E.g., Terrell has low self-esteem, so he may not thrive in an 
environment such as show business where he would be judged constantly even if 
he had the talent and work ethic to be successful in that business. 
Based on Locke's (1995) theories, multiple themes related to job satisfaction are evident in 
research literature. Below are some of the most common factors that affect employee job 
satisfaction.        
Pay 
The Society for Human Resource Management’s (SHRM) 2017 report found that one of 
the facets of job satisfaction that is repeatedly seen in the literature is pay.  The SHRM survey 
reported that compensation/pay was one of the five most important factors related to job 
satisfaction. It is worth noting that the compensation/pay factor had the largest disparity between 
employees who listed this factor as very important and the percentage of employees who were 
very satisfied with their pay (SHRM, 2017). 
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SHRM (2014 & 2017) regularly publishes research findings regarding job satisfaction 
and engagement, dividing the report into 44 areas that contribute to job satisfaction, from which 
employees choose those that are most important to them and the degree to which they are 
satisfied with those factors in their current job. In the 2014 report, these areas were career 
development, employee relationships with management, compensation and benefits, and work 
environment, with subcategories to define how these areas influence job satisfaction, such as 
variety of work, autonomy, meaningfulness, and networking. In the 2017 report, employees 
discerned from the list of 44 factors that contributed most to job satisfaction, which have 
changed slightly from the 2014 report. They treat all employees at all levels, compensation/pay 
overall, trust between employees and senior management, job security, and opportunities to use 
their skills and abilities in their work (p. 3). Table 3 illustrates the differences between the two 
surveys.    
Table 3. SHRM’s Report on Employees Most Important Factors for Job Satisfaction 
 
Meaningfulness of the Work 
Reeves (1975) said it is one of her “deep rooted beliefs that work makes life pleasant” (p. 
132). She went on to say if the countless hours a person puts into their work does not produce 
some satisfaction in their life, it can be crippling. Reeves (1975) studied job satisfaction in 
2014 2017 
Career Development Respectful Treatment of Employees at All Levels 
Employee Relationships with Management Compensation/Pay Overall 
Compensation and Benefits Trust Between Employees & Senior Management 
Work Environment Job Security 
 Opportunities to Use Your Skills and Abilities 
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women administrators and concluded, after 96 interviews, that “job satisfaction, when it is 
present, seems to come from a sense of personal worth rather than from working climate or other 
external factors” (p. 135).  
Weir (2013) found that researchers have isolated higher levels of job satisfaction among 
those “workers who feel a higher calling to their jobs,” (p. 39). Weir illustrated this with the 
following example:  
There are different ways to find meaning in one’s work,’ says Michael G. Pratt, 
professor of management and organization at Boston College. To illustrate this, 
he points to the old tale of three bricklayers hard at work. When asked what 
they’re doing, the first bricklayer responds, ‘I'm putting one brick on top of 
another.’ The second replies, ‘I'm making six pence an hour.’ And the third says, 
‘I'm building a cathedral — a house of God. (Pratt, as cited in Weir, 2013, p. 39).  
Pratt (as cited in Weir, 2013) continued by highlighting that each bricklayer has his own 
perception of what type of meaning his work has, but only the last one seems to think what he is 
doing is actually meaningful. "Meaningfulness is about the why, not just about the what," 
According to Pratt (as cited in Weir, 2013, p. 39), employees can find meaning in their work in 
different ways. 
Steger et al. (2012) found that meaningful work was the only variable that predicted 
employee absences. Absenteeism was not related to job satisfaction, organizational commitment, 
or intentions to leave their employer. People generally tend to disconnect from work that holds 




Pay vs. Meaningful Work 
Kahneman and Deaton (2010) examined the relationship between income and job 
satisfaction. Kahneman and Deaton concluded that health, loneliness, sadness, and divorce are all 
negatively correlated with salary. They found that a person's feelings of well-being and how their 
life measures up to their expectations change with their income level; however, beyond about 
$75,000, these increasing benefits remain relatively flat. According to Kahneman (as cited in 
Korkki, 2010), “It’s not so much that money buys you happiness, but that lack of money buys 
you misery…The lack of money no longer hurts you after $75,000,” (para. 3).  
Daniel Pink (as cited in Korkki, 2010) said the most important career move a person can 
make is to find a job that interests them. Picking a career because the salary is high “tends to be a 
fool’s game,” (Pink, as cited in Korkki, 2010, para. 12). Nicholas Lore (2018) believed that the 
more money you make, the more successful you are. However, he said he cannot relate to 
someone who says they are successful, but they are not happy with their work: “that’s not 
success,” (Lore, as cited in Korkki, 2010, para. 15). Salary, alone, will not create meaning or job 
satisfaction; there must be more. 
Related to the conundrum these student-employees might face, Gordon and Whitchurch 
(2010) studied the employment value proposition (EVP), which is "a set of attributes that both 
the labor market and employees perceive as the value they gain through employment," (p. 61). 
The Corporate Leadership Council's research on EVP indicated what employees value most in a 
job are “compensation, career opportunities, and work-life balance,” (p. 61). Related to the 
current study, Gordon and Whitchurch (2010) advised employers not to neglect the work-life 
balance aspect as a part of work culture. Employees who become students on top of their work 
roles will need the assistance of their employers when trying to maintain this work-life balance.  
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Gordon and Whitchurch (2010) noted a trend with the Millennial generation: they do not 
expect to stay with one job for the entirety of their career because their EVP is experience and 
credentials that will be distinctive (Gordon & Whitchurch, 2010).   If an increasing number of 
Millennials wish to gain experience and accumulate qualifications, such as continued education, 
it is possible there will be a higher proportion of student-employees in the future and even more 
from the Millennial generation. Furthermore, individuals from Generation Z are more likely to 
have parents with college degrees. Parker and Igielnik (2020) of the Pew Research Center 
reported that Generation Z is “on track to be the most well-educated generation yet,” (para. 4).     
Benefits 
In the job satisfaction pool of research, there are some encouraging findings for those 
considering returning to school and those seeking to research its effects on job satisfaction. The 
College Board's Baum et al. (2013) published a study that reported increased job satisfaction 
levels as education increases. A survey of work satisfaction rates among adults aged  30 to 45 
showed that 51 percent of those with a bachelor's degree were "very satisfied" (p. 21) rather than 
47 percent with a high school diploma and 42 percent with less than a high school diploma. 
These results could be encouraging to employees in higher education who are considering 
returning to school.  
The SHRM report (2014) stated that two of the facets of job satisfaction that show very 
high importance fall into the benefits category. They are a) the opportunity for staff to use their 
skills and abilities and b) their employer’s commitment to professional development (SHRM, 
2014). In 2017, opportunities to use your skills and abilities in your work was also in the top five 
factors contributing to employees’ job satisfaction.  
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One benefit that higher education institutions provide, to show their commitment to 
professional development, is to offer employees paid time away from work for training or tuition 
waivers to attend classes offered by their institution (SHRM, 2014). In a 2011 U.S. News and 
World Report article, a 2010 survey reported that 98 percent of the 340 higher education 
institutions surveyed offer “tuition benefits for full-time employees” (U.S. News & World 
Report, 2011). The Association of American Universities (2014) said, “tuition remission is 
widely available and used in every type of university and college by employees in all occupation 
groups,” (p. 1).  
To this end, the Chronicle of Higher Education developed a search tool to help match 
higher education employees with a university, based on their job priorities. It is based on 12 
factors, including job satisfaction, diversity, work/life balance, and supervisor or department 
chair relationship. The application recommends two-year and four-year schools by size based on 
an applicant’s chosen job priorities. For example, if a person wanted to work for an institution 
with high ranks in compensation/benefits, job satisfaction, and professional/career development 
categories, they can see which two-year and four-year schools, by size, they might want to 
consider working for, based on these priorities. The application is based on results from a survey 
in which roughly 60 percent of the respondents were professional staff members, administrators, 
or nonexempt employees in lower-paid job categories (The Chronicle of Higher Education, 2014, 
2017). 
Job Satisfaction in Higher Education 
Most of the previous research regarding job satisfaction within higher education has 
focused on faculty (Howard-Baldwin et al., 2012). While Oshagbemi (2013) agreed that 
researchers should study job satisfaction among faculty in higher education, he did make a 
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compelling argument that those conducting the research, the faculty, should turn to higher 
education as the occupation about which to study. The researcher of the current study suggests 
focusing on non-instructional professional and support staff as it seems faculty seek out others to 
study but rarely look within the academy for research subjects (Abouserie, 1986).   
Most job satisfaction research focuses on business and governmental organizations 
(Howard-Baldwin et al., 2012) and rarely on higher education, even less so on higher education 
staff. Anderson et al. (2000) argued that the importance of the services that non-instructional 
employees provide to students cannot be discounted. Despite being “the men and women 
charged with the day-to-day operations of a university… [they are] often overlooked in 
research,” (Smerek & Peterson, 2007, p. 229).  
Pew Research published a report concerning levels of education attained correlating 
positively with job satisfaction; however, the satisfaction level was measured after the degree 
was completed, not during (Taylor et al., 2014). The study found “college graduates outpace 
those with less education on virtually every measure of job satisfaction and career success” 
(Taylor et al., 2014, p. 29). Similarly, a survey was conducted with higher education employees 
in the Philippines with similar results. The authors’ felt this study had practical implications for 
improving the educational experience overall because administrative personnel are generally the 
first employees to interact with students (Tai & Chuang, 2014).  
 Bauer (2000) referred to these administrative personnel as "classified staff" (p. 95), who 
are akin to support staff with routine job duties. This group makes up roughly 40 percent of the 
employees in higher education. This illustrates the discrepancy in the literature displayed by this 
fundamental focus on faculty with little consideration for staff compared to the percentage of the 
higher education employment population they comprise (Hermsen & Rosser, 2008). By 2008, 69 
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percent of the 3.5 million people employed in higher education were “professional and 
nonprofessional staff members rather than faculty members or instructional/research/service 
staff,” (Hermsen & Rosser, 2008). For these reasons, the satisfaction of staff and, by extension, 
their productivity, should be taken seriously by administrators (Bauer, 2000).  
Where higher levels of education have shown to correlate positively with job satisfaction, 
researchers have recommended that supervisors make a concerted effort to pursue continuing 
education opportunities for their employees. Javier and Deligero (2014) went a step further to 
suggest that the administration should require employees to enroll to complete their master's or 
doctoral degrees. Research has shown that most staff were female and, primarily, married.  
Therefore, research has suggested tailoring continuing education programs to this audience to 
increase satisfaction overall (Javier & Deligero, 2014). Furthermore, increased education for 
non-instructional staff can strengthen the relationships these employees have with faculty 
(Szekeres, 2011). Sometimes professional staff have to “behave like traffic wardens…[which] is 
a poor scenario. Rather a cooperative community based on trust and respect for each other's roles 
is needed," (Szekeres, 2011, p. 689). Although how this cooperation will develop suggests that 
"it may happen over time as universities shift into a new space where professional staff become 
increasingly more credentialed," (Szekeres, 2011, p. 689). Earning more advanced degrees is a 
common way to earn these credentials. Since many universities offer tuition waivers as an 
employee benefit, it makes sense for employees to enroll as students where they also work as 
employees. However, little is known about how this duality affects their job satisfaction. 
McClosky (2016) addressed how modern technology allows our roles to overlap with one 
another, creating permeable boundaries that invite our work into our homes, our non-work life 
into the workplace, and how this may affect our job satisfaction or create role conflict. McClosky 
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found that “addressing personal issues during work time allows individuals to balance their time 
demands…By eliminating temporal and physical boundaries, it is up to the employees to manage 
their own psychological boundaries,” (p. 68). Instead of technology, the current study introduced 
locale as the factor contributing to the overlap in employee and student roles and focused on the 
under-researched area of work-school conflict, whereas McClosky (2016) focused on work-
family conflict, which is more prevalent in the literature. 
Role Theory 
The current study was built on role theory, an umbrella theory covering a wide variety of 
sub-theories. When one thinks of a role, they may think of a part an actor plays in a movie or a 
play, given the term role derives from theatre. Where actors would have a script and the 
expectation to act in a particular role, scholars later compared the social expectations faced by 
individuals in real life (Biddle, 1986). One can think of role theory as a source for the study of 
functional social interactions.  
Role theory is like an onion. After peeling away the top layer, there are other layers, such 
as role conflict, which has its own additional layers. There are different types of roles, such as 
social and cultural roles and different sub-theories described below. Turner (1978) said, "…some 
roles are put on and taken off like clothing without lasting personal effect. Other roles are 
difficult to put aside…and continue to color the way in which many of the individual's roles are 
performed,” (p.1).  
As in reality, sometimes there is confusion about which role is required in a situation. 
Early on, role theorists had differing scholarly opinions on terminology and the exact definition 
of the term role. Biddle (1986) contributed greatly to role research by highlighting his 
colleagues' differences and categorizing them so scholars could move forward with a more 
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concrete understanding of the concept. There was not agreement, but Biddle (1986) exposed the 
differences in a neutral way to synthesize multiple views.  
Within role theory, there are five suggested perspectives or sub-theories from which to 
view roles: functional, structural, organizational, cognitive, and interactionist (Biddle, 1986; 
Goffman, 1956; Nye, 1976). The five sub-theories were defined in the 1950s, but functional 
theory may be the most antiquated of them all. Functional theory represents the way things are 
supposed to be. It is used in the context of a "stable social system," (Biddle, 1986, p. 70).  A role 
associated with functional role theory is based on the dependable and expected norms upon 
which most people can agree. Since the 1950s, many of the traditional gender and social roles 
have been challenged as stereotypes. A real-life example would be the role of a man in the 
family unit. The traditionally accepted role was that he was expected to be the breadwinner for 
his family.  
Biddle (1986) described how functional role theory was a much simpler product, such 
that its place in modern role theory is almost hypothetical. Biddle (1986) illustrated the 
obsolescence of functional theory by pointing out that most roles are not exclusive to one social 
character, they are not necessarily associated with a particular purpose, that “social systems are 
far from stable, that norms may or may not be shared within the system and may or may not lead 
to conformity," (p. 71).  
From the structural theory, a role is an expected social norm, considering behavior, 
illustrative of commonly recognizable figures, perceptions, or societal rank. Structural theory is 
not as complex as functional theory, and the ideas are more likely to be illustrated with 
mathematical symbols. Some respect this theory for its “clarity” and “logic” (Biddle, 1986, p. 
73), but this also limits its acceptance. To the extent that a person conforms to their expected 
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role, this is their role competence. The social repercussions of their competence level may vary 
depending on the tolerance of the surrounding environment for deviations from social norms. 
Using the above example, many societies are now more accepting of a man who provides for his 
family in other ways that are not financially related. For example, a man could act as the 
caregiver while the wife may be the breadwinner, and there are various reasons why this 
arrangement might work for a family. For example, the man may be retired—early or 
otherwise—and the couple decided to have children later in life. Other societies would not 
tolerate this deviation of expected social norms (Goffman, 1956; Nye, 1976). 
Sometimes the role is expected because social norms dictate it, and other times it can 
become expected based on a person’s repetitive behavior they have displayed to certain social 
groups (Goffman, 1956). An example of the latter would be if Roberto always makes coffee in 
the morning for himself and his wife. Coffee-making is not inherently associated with a specific 
gender role, but if Roberto repeatedly makes the coffee every morning, an expectation will 
develop that Roberto is the coffee-maker in the relationship.  
Cognitive theory lends itself mainly to the association between what one might expect a 
person to do in a specified role and how they act in reality. This also extends to how the person 
feels about, or reacts to, their expectations and what the expectation is of their behavior. To 
illustrate using a real-world example, Phillip sees his wife, Irene, cheating on her diet in the 
kitchen late at night. Phillip expects that Irene will be embarrassed and apologize if he confronts 
her for cheating. It is his experience when he has mentioned her diet before, this tends to be the 
reaction. Although this is Phillip’s expectation, will Irene actually react this way? Moreover, if 
she does react this way, will it be because it is her own natural reaction, because she recognizes 
the general expectation of her role as a cheater is for her to have this reaction, or because she 
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knows Philip has a personal expectation that she will have this reaction? Given what Irene knows 
are Phillip’s social expectations of the situation, coupled with Irene’s genuine reaction to being 
caught cheating on her diet, Irene may or may not have feelings (resentment, rebellion, 
embarrassment, shame, and guilt) aside from those related to being accused of cheating. Her 
feelings toward the expectation, itself, for her to apologize may cause her to abandon her natural 
reaction and respond uncharacteristically because her feelings about the social expectations 
being placed upon her to apologize outweigh those of her own natural response. In other words, 
she may be more upset about how she is expected to react than she is about the accusation.   
Further, there are several sub-fields within cognitive role theory such as role-playing, 
role-taking, and on "group norms and the roles of leaders and followers," (Biddle, 1986, p. 75), 
but this perspective has been criticized for ignoring that expectations and behaviors can be 
contextually based, people can change, and how people interact can evolve (Biddle, 1986).  
Interactionist theory, sometimes called symbolic interactionism, defines a role by a 
person's social interactions. Either people define themselves in a particular role by how they act, 
or others define the role of another by observing the person’s actions over time. If a person 
knows, or knows of, another person through previous experiences, they can and may rely on 
assumptions gleaned from the previous meeting(s) as to how the person will act now and in the 
future (Goffman, 1956). For example, Javon has a class with another student, Nikia, who always 
contradicts the instructor and regularly asserts an opposing perspective. Based on his 
observations of Nikia in class, Javon may assume that she is argumentative, come to expect this 
type of behavior from her during every class meeting, and assume this behavior is characteristic 
of her true personality.  
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However, roles change (Biddle, 1986). According to Ashforth et al. (2000), there are two 
types of role transitions: micro and macro. A micro role transition occurs regularly (Ashforth et 
al., 2000). For example, driving from home to work and work to home may mark the transition 
from mom to academic advisor and back to mom. An individual may perform the same micro 
role transition multiple times per day, several days a week. A macro role transition does not 
happen regularly and is generally more permanent, such as leaving a job or getting married 
(Ashforth et al., 2000).  
The role transition associated with the participants of the current study is the micro-role 
transition, also referred to as the “work-work” or “at-work transition” between work roles 
(Ashforth et al., 2000). How many of these might they have in a day? Depending on their level 
of interaction with other employees who may be a part of their alternate role as a student, the 
number of micro-role transitions they experience every day could be in the double digits. For 
example, in the College of Education Dean's Office, a staff member, Luca, will likely see most 
of the faculty circulating through the office at various times. If Luca is also a master's student 
within the college, he will likely cross paths with faculty from his academic program whose 
classes he has taken. He may also receive phone calls from these faculty with work-related 
inquiries or requests for help. Conversely, if Luca interacts with students, on occasion, he may 
work with his classmates in his capacity as an employee.  
Biddle (1986) described organizational role theory as the most common in the workplace 
and the theory from which role conflict arises. Biddle (1986) clarified, if not the workplace, 
organizational role theory refers to a formal organization, though the roles may be assigned as an 
expectation of the official organization or an unofficial group within it. Within this perspective, 
roles are assigned, and the organization's success depends on some semblance of an agreement as 
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to what the norm for a particular role looks like, what the roles entail, and who will perform the 
role (Biddle, 1986). For example, the norm may be prescribed by the organization or its leaders. 
However, since normal is subjective, people often experience conflicts in which they may be 
required to conform to a norm that does not follow their own definition of normal.  
The root of organizational theory has implications for how people choose to cope with 
conflict. Flaws within this construct assume that the organization’s norms are based in logic, and 
it does not take into consideration that roles do change over time and some “roles are generated 
by non-normative expectations,” (Biddle, 1986, p.74). Nonetheless,  organizational role theory is 
a staple in business and sociology research and a core component of industrial and organizational 
psychology. 
This study focused on the potential conflict between roles, referred to as inter-role 
conflict, whereas conflict within a single role is referred to as intra-role conflict (Herman & 
Gyllstrom, 1977). Inter-role conflict served as the underpinning for the comparison in the current 
study between higher education employees who are and are not students. This represents two 
roles, that of employee and student, and was evaluated by the two surveys. “School and its 
demands have been neglected as a source of stress and strain in the massive literature on inter-
role conflict,” (Kremer, 2016, p. 805). Based on the information presented, inter-role conflict is 
most appropriate to use. 
Role Conflict 
Kahn et al. spearheaded role conflict research in 1964. Their research posited that 
individuals within organizations or groups have a specific role with their own normative 
behaviors and operate within the more extensive set of roles within the group or organization. 
Their stance was built on the belief that the role norms for each person were conveyed to a 
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central figure (e.g., a CEO or university president). However, where there are norms, there are 
deviations. "Individuals required to play roles that conflict with their value systems, or to play 
two or more roles that conflict with each other, are said to experience a form of role stress 
labeled role conflict," (Brief et al., 1979, p. 161). With these deviations in the perception of roles 
between the role player and role giver came a surge in research on the digressions from the role 
process described above, which we know as role conflict and role ambiguity. "Given the 
evidence that both role ambiguity and role conflict are often detrimental to organizational 
functioning, it is appropriate to invest our efforts," (Jackson & Schuler, 1985, p. 48). 
Like a set of nesting dolls, role conflict is a segment of role theory, and there are four 
types of role conflict: person-role, intra-sender, inter-role, and inter-sender conflict (Kahn et al., 
1964):  
• Person-role conflict occurs when a person is conflicted by their values about the 
role they are expected to undertake (Kahn et al., 1964). An example of person-
role conflict could be an administrator who is asked to recruit students by using 
impressive statistics that do not portray an honest picture of his/her university.  
• Intra-sender conflict occurs when a person receives a request that they believe is 
outside of their skill set or cannot be completed with the resources available to 
them (Kahn et al., 1964). An example of intra-sender conflict could be Dr. Martel 
assigns her night class of working students a 100-page reading assignment that 
must be completed before the next evening.  
• Inter-role conflict occurs when a person has multiple roles to undertake, but they 
conflict with each other (Kahn et al., 1964). For example, Rosa’s mom was late 
picking her up from school because of a budget meeting that ran late. Thereafter, 
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her mom only had one hour to get her to soccer practice and her brother to guitar 
lessons, but they are on opposite sides of town—Here, Rosa’s mom is the 
employee, the mom, and the only available chauffeur.  
• Inter-sender conflict occurs when a person receives conflicting instructions or is 
caught between conflicting policies or standards (Kahn et al., 1964). For example, 
Aleks started a new job for the top cell phone manufacturer in the world. On his 
first day, his supervisor explained to him the expectations are to meet the 
production schedule no matter what, but he also happened to meet the CEO in the 
elevator, who told him that accuracy counts more than anything, even if they must 
delay a shipment. 
The current study concerns the workplace and role conflict; therefore, organizational 
theory is the most appropriate of the five sub-theories for this study. Within organizational 
theory, this study will focus on the sub-field of role conflict, specifically inter-role conflict 
between the roles of employee and student.   
Lobel (1991) asserted that how adults distribute their time to their work roles and their 
non-work roles was a topic of which the literature had no definitive answers at the time. With 
research that has since been conducted on this still-emerging field of work/non-work conflict, 
Slan-Jerusalim and Chen (2009), Rousseau (2012), and Curran and Prottas (2017) concluded 
only that the degree of importance an individual places on a specific role determines how they 
will allocate their time. Although, what is important to us changes over time. Lobel (1991) used 
the term work investment to denote the degree to which people are dedicated to their role as an 
employee. Conversely, family investment is the degree to which people are dedicated to the roles 
they play outside of work: spouse, parent, friend, and in the case of the current study, student. 
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Related to work and family investment, Taris et al. (2006) defined the concept of work-family 
conflict as the extent to which an employee’s work and non-work pressures conflict with their 
ability to sustain their non-work roles to their satisfaction. In the current study, the non-work 
roles for the sample portion who were enrolled would technically be their role as students.   
Previous research suggested that non-instructional staff employees often struggle to 
balance meeting expectations of their work roles and their non-work roles (Love et al., 2010).  
Some employees have reported that conflict between roles is sometimes a dizzying concept. In 
what seems like a no-win scenario, employees reported feeling “overwhelmed and 
overburdened,” by the expectations of their work and non-work roles (Love et al., 2010, p. 32). 
Making the time to meet their work expectations often interfered with their non-work roles 
while, on the other hand, their non-work roles were sometimes a stumbling block to getting their 
work done on the job (Love et al., 2010).   
Randall (1988) presented two models for how employees could view their competing 
roles. First, the expansion model presented a theory of energy and effort increasing as workload 
increases. Second, the scarcity model presents the opposite view that resources of energy and 
effort are fixed and adding more roles may preclude an individual from performing other roles. 
Figure 1 represents a 24-hour day with three segments: work, sleep, and personal life. 
Each day has 24 hours, during which an employee has to accomplish the work of these three 
segments. The expansion model would assume there is flexibility in the work and sleep segments 
to accommodate the life segment. The scarcity model would assume these segments are fixed 
and there is no flexibility in the work and sleep segments, meaning the person has only their 8-
hour personal life role from which to give time for anything else. Whether they divide these 
hours into two, three, four roles or more, the limitation of 24 hours still exists.  
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Assuming one's 24 hours are already accounted for, and they want to add another role—
such as college student—in what area of their life are they willing to decrease the time they have 
already dedicated to take on an additional role? Whatever time they give to this new role, they 
ostensibly take away from their already established role(s). Practically, if a person’s personal life 
segment is full, a role conflict is created when they decide to enroll in classes. This is because the 
new time required for the role of student conflicts with the time they have already dedicated to 
other roles, such as a mother, sister, son, uncle, neighbor, friend, etc. 
 
Figure 1. 24-hour Representation of Life Roles 
Randall (1988) concedes at the outset that “a call for the examination of linkages between 
work and life away from work is not new,” (p. 309). Randall’s experiment aimed to determine 
which model employees would lean towards when faced with outside roles that conflicted with 
organizational roles. The results were not what was expected. Neither the scarcity nor the 






their work roles over their non-work roles, it did not mean there was a significant decrease in the 
level of effort towards their non-work roles or their associated importance to the employee. The 
effort was strongly related to the importance as perceived by the employee. Organizational 
commitment levels were not related to the amount of effort placed on non-work commitments. In 
the discussion of the results, Randall (1988) recalled Shaffer (1987), who had conducted research 
similarly. He "argued that research exploring work-nonwork relationships needs to take into 
consideration subgroup differences…they may have a distinct profile in terms of background, 
work-related and nonwork-related variables,” (Shaffer, as cited in Randall, 1988, p. 315). E.g., 
this could include an uncommon workplace such as a university or having to perform both roles 
for the same institution. "By examining the influence of role stress on inter-role conflict and job 
satisfaction, counselors can develop policies and interventions to assist university personnel," 
(Love et al., 2010, p. 32).  
Role Transitions 
Role transition, a subcategory of inter-role conflict, is another way to understand the 
concept of role conflict in the context of this study (Ashforth et al., 2000). The current study did 
not delve deeply into role transitions, but the concept provides a crucial illustration of the study's 
importance and insight into a real-world situation any student participant could experience.  
The interactionist theory defines roles by an individual’s actions, how they relate to 
others within society, and the meaning generated by their actions. Regarding the higher 
education employee who is also a student, this involves shifting between the two roles. How 
does the employee transition from their employee role to their student role? Do they finish 
working five minutes before class and run to the classroom with no break? Do they leave their 
office, drive to the other side of campus, and have a short relaxation period before going to 
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class? These are two examples of how they might transition from their role as employee to 
student.   
A less smooth transition might be an employee who receives a phone call from one of 
their instructors who asks for a work-related favor. In the classroom, they would have a student-
teacher relationship, but in this instance their relationship is defined by their roles as faculty and 
staff, both employees of the university. There may be no opportunity for the staff member to 
prepare for this dual relationship. The teacher ostensibly holds power in the student-teacher 
relationship, but the balance of power has shifted in this alternate scenario—perhaps only a small 
amount—because the faculty member wants something from the staff member. The period 
allotted for this role transition included the time it took to answer the phone, but a transition took 
place.  
 Figure 2 below illustrates how work and school may overlap more  for higher education 
employees than those who work outside of academia. Both higher education and non-higher 
education employees may complete their homework at work occasionally. However, university 
employees may also see their teachers outside of class in the workplace, work with them on a 
project, attend meetings with them, or disagree with them, professionally, regarding something 
work-related.   
 
                       Non-Higher Education Employees           Higher Education Employees 
Figure 2. Examples of the Overlap Between Work and School by Employee Industry 
Work School Work School
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A further illustration of the context behind Figure 2 is previous research that suggested 
non-instructional staff employees often struggle to balance meeting expectations of their work 
roles and their non-work roles (Love et al., 2010).  Again, non-work roles in this context would 
be the participants' school roles. Love et al., 2010) discussed how employees have reported that 
conflict between roles is sometimes a dizzying concept. In what seems like a lose-lose scenario, 
employees reported feeling “overwhelmed and overburdened,” (p. 32) by the expectations of 
their work and non-work roles—school roles for the participants in the current study. The 
dilemma the employees faced was that the time they took to meet their work expectations  
interfered with their non-work roles while, on the other hand, their non-work roles were 
sometimes a stumbling block to getting their work done on the job as well (Love et al., 2010). 
Similarly, Arthur and Tait (2004) concluded that not only did employees struggle to get their 
work done on the job, as Love et al. (2010) found, but the lines between work, school, and home 
become increasingly blurred, with examples of students studying not only at home in the 
evenings and on weekends, but at work during work hours as well. This is another example of 
the overlap referred to in Figure 2.   
Role Ambiguity 
Participants in the Love et al., (2010) study said trying to maintain their school, work, 
and family responsibilities was challenging. Attempting full-time work and college classes, 
alone, hindered their ability to fulfill the duties of both roles; moreover, this left little time for 
their home lives (Love et al., 2010). The Venn Diagram in Figure 3 illustrates what Love et al. 
(2010) described as this attempt to balance multiple roles including student and employee. The 
black numbers one through three indicate an employee trying to take on two roles at one time. 
Taking on the third role might be the tipping point for those striving for the elusive number four, 
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which is when you can complete all three roles satisfactorily and simultaneously. The Venn 
Diagram is perhaps a useful visualization of role ambiguity because it illustrates the overlapping 
of roles. Where number three is, for example, is the person a student or an employee? It is not 
clear. The diagram would lead us to believe they are both, and this lack of clarity is the very 
definition of role ambiguity. 
 
Figure 3. Venn Diagram Representing Overlapping of Roles 
Role ambiguity takes two forms: objective and subjective (Khan et al., 1964). Objective 
ambiguity "characterizes certain properties of the social and physical environment in terms of 
their likely influence on the perceptual and cognitive processes of a ‘normal’ person,” (Khan et 
al., 1964, p. 2-15). In contrast, subjective, or experienced, ambiguity is how an actual person 
interprets a particular situation. Either type of role ambiguity requires the person to have some 
45 
 
information about the situation. The difference in the two types of ambiguity is essentially the 
ability of the available information to be generalized if the information is available at all. 
Van Sell et al. (1981) described the different forms role ambiguity might take. For 
example, information or communication regarding expectations of an employee's role and 
performance may not be available or has not been adequately communicated to him/her. 
Alternatively, information may be available regarding the expectation but not on the outcome or 
the consequences of performing the expected actions. "It should be noted that each of these 
forms of role ambiguity may exhibit a reciprocal causal relationship with the dimensions of role 
conflict. This, even though role conflict and role ambiguity are conceptually distinguishable 
types of role stress, one should not expect their empirical indices necessarily to be unrelated,” 
(Van Sell, et al., 1981, p. 44). 
Katz and Kahn (1970) contended that role ambiguity results from missing information 
vital to an individual's workplace performance, how to succeed, their responsibilities, and what 
the employee's supervisors expect of them in the scope of their position. If an employee lacks 
any of this information, this can cause role ambiguity (Nuñez Palomino & Frezatti, 2016). House 
and Rizzo (1972) "concluded that role conflict and ambiguity are critical variables for 
organizational behavior," (Keller, 1975, p. 58). Schwab et al. (1983) provided a relatable 
example of role ambiguity in the field of higher education involving (a) an instructor's level of 
confidence in the duties and responsibilities he/she is expected to fulfill, (b) how much 
information is available regarding where the teacher's position is situated in the school's 
hierarchy, (c) the rules and policies related to the expected conduct of teachers, and (d) any 
associated consequences for violations. This example illustrates (a) the number of expectations 
governing an employee's understanding of their role within the institution, (b) how crucial these 
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items are to the success of their performance in their position, (c) the seriousness of this 
information was it not available to the employee, and (d) its effect on the employee's job 
satisfaction.  
Scott (1980) addressed administrative staff in universities, specifically describing their 
experiences with role ambiguity. Scott said:  
Collegiate middle-managers also experience a lack of clarity in their role as 
administrators. Standards, expectations, and directions are often confused, as their 
constituents send conflicting signals to them. Middle managers are servants to 
students and faculty and instruments of institutional policy set by senior 
administrators and trustees. They are to be both servants (as support staff) and 
policemen (as monitors of procedures). Mid-level administrators are generally 
overworked and suffer from inadequate facilities and insufficient staff help. 
Considered experts off campus, they are often ignored on campus. They bear 
specialized information which is frequently not used by policymakers. They 
express pride in their institutions but do not feel appreciated by them. They have, 
indeed, achieved only grudging acceptance. In such a situation, one learns to 
tolerate ambiguity or become ineffective. Moreover, the feeling of powerlessness 
tends to encourage middle-managers to become rules-minded and defensive about 
their domain. (Scott, 1980, p. 395) 
Why Focus on Staff? 
“Until recently there has been little research into the work, and the changing roles, of 
professional staff,” (Graham, 2012, p. 437). As we have developed into a society where 
continuous learning is an expectation, higher education staff continue to be put in situations 
47 
 
where they must play both the staff and student role. In addition, as is the case with most higher 
education job satisfaction studies, research is typically conducted on faculty and rarely on staff 
(Howard-Baldwin et al., 2012; O'Connor & Cordova, 2010). There is a gap in the literature "on 
the relationship between staff-related environmental variables," (Farrell, 2009, p. 88) and "with 
the changing context of higher education, professional staff are increasingly working in changing 
environments," (Graham, 2012, p. 445). Mello (2013) stressed that research on non-instructional 
staff is “noticeably absent” (p. 1), while there is a crucial need for universities to utilize these 
staff to their full potential to keep pace with the growing societal expectations placed on 
universities (Graham, 2014).  
Besides the scarcity of research on this population's job satisfaction, the following are 
examples of research that show professional and support staff can also positively affect the 
student experience and their retention, which benefits the university overall. Ishler and Upcraft 
(2005) noted the overall environment, composed of myriad aspects from a student's major to 
their participation in extracurricular activities, affects student success. Farrell (2009) commented 
on Ishler and Upcraft's assertions and said: 
Staff members affect many of these environmental variables, including 
registration, financial aid, libraries, student activities, orientation programs, living 
environments, and learning communities. Student retention is, therefore, 
everyone's business. However, if these are true statements, why do we lack 
research on the effect of staff member interactions on retention? More 
importantly, why do many colleges fail to invest in staff development? (p. 87) 
Farrell (2009) noted that, while scholars call for development programs for faculty and 
students, to impress upon them the importance of–and their role in–student retention, far fewer 
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researchers consider staff development to be essential for the exact cause if they consider it at all. 
A persistent struggle between faculty and professional/non-teaching staff exists in academia. 
Until this issue can be abated, universities will not realize their full potential in achieving the 
student success outcomes of which they are capable when faculty and staff work together (Banta 
& Kuh, 1998, Farrell, 2009; Middleton, 2006; Pitman, 2000; Roberts, 2018; Wojcieszek et al., 
2014).  In one of the few studies that examined the dual roles as employees and students in 
higher education staff, Bracken and Allen (2006) described how becoming a student gave one 
participant a sense of value. “As a student in an institution where students and faculty members 
are clearly the most important people, she said that being a student gave her a sense of worth that 
didn’t seem otherwise available…because they were interacting with one another in a way that 
suspended the constraints she felt as a support staff member,” (p. 63). Farrell (2009) clarified her 
position by stating that development programs for all three of these groups—faculty, staff, and 
students—form a vital nexus that can holistically address the issue of student retention when all 
members of the campus community are acknowledged as an essential piece of the puzzle.    
Advantages and Disadvantages of a Credentialed Staff 
A product of higher education employees seeking to further their education to the masters 
and/or doctoral level is the type of work they can perform within the institution (Whitchurch, 
2006). There is a growing interest in the apparent reshaping of higher education staff roles, 
reflecting an identity shift that can be a sensitive issue for some within the academy (Cummings 
& Finkelstein, 2012). Many staff members believe that to be successful they must have a high 
level of understanding as well as experience in their roles (Graham, 2012). As staff pursue 
continued education and take on roles that may have previously been occupied by academic 
staff, tensions may rise.  
49 
 
Whitchurch (2006) pointed out that staff with more credentials try to perform functions 
above their station, such as faculty or senior administrators. This supports the theme of “knowing 
your place,” (Bracken & Allen, 2006, p. 61) a message to staff that they should uphold the 
“distinct working and professional class hierarchies,” (Bracken & Allen, 2006, p. 60) that exist 
between faculty and staff.   
Bassnett (2005) similarly noted that professional staff now regularly perform tasks that 
have previously been performed by faculty, and this change has created a divide between faculty 
and staff. As a contemporary issue, this could also be a contributing factor to the levels of role 
conflict seen amongst staff roles in the future. The solution of working together seems obvious, 
but Szekeres (2011) was wary of how the balance of respect will come to fruition when one 
group seems to be rising in station while the other group feels they are being replaced, to some 
degree. Szekeres (2011) is hopeful that mutual respect, a balance, may develop over time as staff 
obtain these higher-level credentials. "Nevertheless, there remains little research into the 
contributions that professional staff make to the core business of learning and teaching,” 
(Graham, 2012, p. 438). 
  Whitchurch (2008, 2009) has labeled these staff members as "blended professionals," 
equating their new credentials and the opportunities they afford them to a new employment class 
nestled between faculty and staff. Understanding their enhanced capabilities "provides 
opportunity for substantial changes to practice and policy," (Graham, 2014, p. 67). To fully grasp 
their potential may require creative thinking and an open mind to facilitate organizational moves 
that might not be obvious. If higher education administrators are willing to think outside of the 
traditional roles, benefits are possible at all levels of the organization. “It is imperative that 
universities make the most of all staff to help them achieve their potentials, while developing a 
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talent pool that can assist universities meet the challenges of increasing accountability. United 
we stand, divided we fall,” (Graham, 2014, p. 69).  
Tuition Benefits from Employers 
Employers can also impact their employees positively by providing this mechanism by 
which they can return to school, such as the tuition waiver. The Council of Graduate Schools 
described, via U.S. News & World Report, a 100 percent increase in adults over 40 who returned 
to college for graduate degrees between 1987 and 2007. In 2019 and 2020, “a survey of 2,500 
prospective adult learners found that the rate of individuals interested in pursuing higher 
education held steady compared with the rate of 76 percent in 2019,” (Kerr, 2020, para. 5). 
However, economic skepticism may not see those numbers realized for some time.  
Loftus (2012) asserted that a person’s decision to continue their education in midlife is 
much easier if they have an employer who is willing to pay all or part of their tuition The goal of 
the current study was to explore the job satisfaction of employees who may be receiving a tuition 
waiver based on employment and educational status—part-time or full-time. Tuition waiver 
programs, sometimes called Employee Tuition Assistance Programs (TAPs) or Tuition 
Remission Programs (TRPs) are one part of a critical system of support that working students 
use to be successful (Carnevale et al., 2015). Considered the most critical component of this 
support system, financial assistance can be the defining factor in an employee's decision to start, 
return, or finish a postsecondary degree.    
TAPs benefit employees and employers alike. The type of employee who would utilize a 
TAP is likely to be a more productive employee overall. When hiring an employee that is more 
productive from the start, the company benefits immediately. Suppose the employee utilizes the 
company's TAP to enroll in a field related to their current work area. In that case, employers 
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benefit from developing skills and knowledge the employee acquires from their studies. The 
employer may likely retain the employee for at least as long as it takes to complete their degree 
and any length of work time required from the employee after graduation (Carnevale et al., 
2015).   
Employees benefit from increased knowledge and skill, which makes them more 
marketable. Whether they utilize these skills and knowledge to pursue a promotion within the 
company or outside, most employers agree these programs are a wise investment (Carnevale et 
al., 2015). In almost all the occupational groups mentioned in the Carnevale et al. (2015) report, 
except healthcare support, employees are more likely to move into a new occupational group, 
namely managerial or professional positions, than their counterparts working and not going to 
school. 
Most companies have a vesting period before employees are eligible to take advantage of 
the tuition assistance benefit, such as working for the company for a specified amount of time 
before accessing this benefit (Cappelli, 2002). An additional layer of pressure for employees 
working in industry is that some companies require personnel to remain employed for a certain 
period after graduation. If the employee should quit before a specified period has passed, perhaps 
because they were offered a better position due to their new credentials, the cost of the tuition 
waiver would have to be paid back to the employer (Cappelli, 2002). 
Adult Education 
Adult education researchers have also examined the experience of adults working full-
time and returning to school. Gagnon and Packard (2011) conducted a phenomenological study 
with eight participating adults, which revealed four themes:  
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(1) Participants held complex feelings toward dual roles of work and school and 
toward the tuition program, (2) Participants utilized career adaptable coping 
behaviors that delayed school progress, (3) Workplace features, including policies 
and supervisors, influenced the nature of participants’ conflicts and support, and 
(4) Participants expressed nontraditional, yet integrative student experiences. (p. 
7)  
Participants felt theirs was an unconventional student experience but also sensed a “synergy 
between school and work roles,” (Gagnon & Packard, 2011, p. 494), which allowed them to 
integrate their academic lessons into their work environment and vice versa (Gagnon & Packard, 
2011).  
Students reported, "feeling like an outsider," (Gagnon & Packard, 2011, p. 494). Other 
studies have also reported that students lack motivation, have difficulty maintaining motivation, 
feel a sense that the elements in their lives were competing with one another, and use various 
coping mechanisms (Arthur & Tait, 2004; Gagnon & Packard, 2011). Other themes found in the 
literature on the struggles adults faced in continuing education included: participants 
experiencing a lack of control over their time, the ability to find a balance between their 
competing commitments, and employees perceived lack of control as a disturbance in their 
attempts to balance their work and non-work lives (Calvo-Salguero et al., 2011; Winefield et al., 
2014).  
Working Students 
Although the conflict between the roles of student and employee in the same institution 
may be expected, most people will respond to changes in their environment by taking on a 
different persona to adapt to multiple roles (Lobel, 1991). Ferguson et al. (2016) researched 
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individuals who simultaneously occupy the roles of student and employee. The concurrent 
student and employee roles can be further complicated when an individual is part of a couple or 
family where both adults in the relationship work full-time. With both adults working, it can 
affect the balance of roles at home as well, as there may be times when neither partner can 
devote their full attention to non-work demands, such as children, pets, siblings, parents, 
extended family, community involvement, and home responsibilities (Ferguson et al., 2016). 
Arthur and Tait (2004) concluded that the lines between work, school, and home are increasingly 
blurred, with examples of students studying not only at home in the evenings and on weekends 
but at work during work hours as well. 
Unlike work-life balance literature or the work-family conflict concept, the body of 
literature regarding working students primarily relates to balancing school and work instead of a 
family (Hutchinson & Lovell, 2004; Wells et al., 2015). There is a relationship between the 
number of hours worked and academic performance measured by grade point average, retention, 
and time to completion (Moreau & Leathwood, 2006).  
Warren (2002) concluded that most researchers, admittedly or unconsciously, believe in 
the zero-sum principle of working students, meaning that any increase in work will be directly 
responsible for a decrease in academic performance. Some researchers hypothesize that students 
either have an orientation toward work or school, and this orientation may cause them to work 
more intensely in one area and neglect the other (Warren, 2002). If students are academically 
oriented, they will do well in school no matter how many hours they work. On the other hand, if 
students are work-oriented, their academic performance will likely suffer, as they are 
subconsciously more interested in or place more importance on their employment than their 
schoolwork. As a result, Warren (2002) concluded that the number of hours a student works is 
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only important if they are also inclined to prioritize work over school or show some other form 
of indifference towards school, not simply because they work. 
In addition to the students' orientation toward work or school, students have reported 
feeling that their university does not support their attempts to work and go to school concurrently 
(Moreau & Leathwood, 2006; Neumann & Rodwell, 2009). These feelings add a layer of 
complexity to this issue. Students who have gone to school part-time and worked full-time have 
reported that within their individual work environments "peers simply dismissed the value of 
their graduate work and other times their supervisors downplayed the value of their studying," 
(O'Connor & Cordova, 2010, p. 363). Research has suggested this could be the result of 
coworkers feeling threatened. While working students reported feeling dismissed at work,  in 
their student role they also felt like they were not part of any group and regretted not being able 
to integrate into the university community like a full-time student (O’Connor & Cordova, 2010; 
Ross-Gordon, 2011).  
Generally, researchers and educators see working and going to school as a disadvantage 
to student’s progress toward graduation and their GPA. However, many students cannot afford  
tuition without full-time employment. Even those who do earn a salary may still have to take out 
student loans. If students choose to limit the number of courses they take each semester, to 
accommodate a full-time work schedule, this increases the time it takes to complete their degree, 
which may increase their frustration and decrease the likelihood that they will graduate at all 
(Hovdhaugen, 2015). On a positive note, working and studying in the same discipline may be 
beneficial. Their work experience is an asset in the classroom, and their contemporary 
knowledge of their job area can help them at work (Carnevale et al., 2015).  
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Overall, the proportion of working college students has increased since 1985. This 
occurred when working students began to outnumber traditional students, who are usually 
dependent on their parents and go to college directly from high school (Carnevale et al., 2015). 
Carnevale et al. (2015) found that approximately 76 percent of the graduate student population 
work 30 hours per week or more. Of this 76 percent, around 60 percent of working students are 
30 years old or older and work at least 40 hours per week. Whereas about 20 percent of those 
under the age of 30 work this many hours. Working students over the age of 30 work longer 
hours in general, whether they are undergraduate or graduate students, but an even larger 
proportion work over 30 hours per week while enrolled in graduate programs (Carnevale et al., 
2015).  
Kossek and Ozeki (1998) performed a meta-analysis on 32 job satisfaction studies and 18 
life satisfaction studies to synthesize previous findings on work-life balance. Although many 
organizations attempt to adopt policies on balancing work and family, these policies “do not 
necessarily reduce individual work-family conflict and are marginally effective at best,” (Kossek 
& Ozeki, 1998, p. 139). Their analysis concluded a negative relationship in work-to-family and 
family-to-work conflict related to job satisfaction and life satisfaction, meaning when conflict 
increases, satisfaction decreases. They also felt it worthwhile to note that the relationship 
between job and life satisfaction was not as strong for men as it was for women (Kossek & 
Ozeki, 1998).  
Wiley (1987) researched the role conflict of working graduate students in evening 
classes. The results showed that job satisfaction and life satisfaction were negatively related to 
work-family conflict and family-work conflict. Studies such as these have concluded that the 
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lines between work, school, and home are increasingly blurred, even giving examples of students 
studying at home and completing homework at work (Arthur & Tait, 2004). 
Summary 
This chapter examined the history and background of job satisfaction research to 
demonstrate how far the topic has come, and far still it can go. While the literature regarding job 
satisfaction and roles has existed since the beginning of the 20th century and the end of the 19th 
century, respectively, these concepts have evolved to produce new sub-fields and new 
approaches researchers can apply in many ways. The wide and deep concept of role theory was 
established to demonstrate that, while research on roles has evolved tremendously into multiple 
fields with sub-fields that have their own sub-fields and has continued to be relevant since the 
late 1800s, there are still areas, such as work-school role conflict, that are emerging as new to the 
overall body of knowledge. For instance, there is the need to apply it to higher education staff, 
not only because it has not often been done but also because of the vital role these staff play in 
higher education. Several additional areas were identified that represent gaps in the body of 
knowledge: job satisfaction of higher education non-instructional staff, the work-school conflict 
aspect of role conflict, work-school inter-role conflict occurring in one institution, and the higher 
education staff/student population. The current study brings these areas together to highlight how 
the literature has discounted them. These areas represent significant prospective contributions to 
several intersecting disciplines. The value of the current study lies in the potential to establish a 




 CHAPTER THREE: METHODS  
Research Design and Approach 
A causal-comparative study was used to examine how two existing groups, university 
employees who are enrolled as students and employees who are not, differed on job related 
characteristics. The employees’ enrollment status (i.e., whether or not they were also a student) is 
the independent variable, and job satisfaction, role conflict, and role ambiguity are the dependent 
variables. Those who are currently enrolled in any college courses comprised the experimental 
group. The control group consisted of those who were not enrolled in courses but still employed 
full-time with the university. For the first research question, the groups were compared using a 
nonequivalent posttest-only research design as the dependent variables were measured after the 
participants identified themselves as enrolled or not enrolled in courses. For the second research 
question, a series of two-factor designs were used in which demographic characteristics were 
added as moderators and covariates.  
Participants 
Participants for this study were sampled from a large southeastern university that 
employs more than 3,500 regular full-time staff members. All university staff employees were 
invited to participate in the study, but only those who were eligible were included in the final 
sample. To be eligible to participate, employees were required to be either Administrative and 
Professional (A&P) or University Support Personnel System (USPS) full-time staff members. 
The definition of full-time employment, according to the Internal Revenue Service (2021), says 
participants must work at least 30 hours per week to be considered full-time and included in the 
sample.     
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Although 1,028 participants responded to the survey, 811 provided enough data to be 
included in the study, and 775 completed all measures. To remain in the study, a participant must 
have (a) indicated whether they were enrolled as a student or not and (b) answered all questions 
on the questionnaires measuring the three dependent variables. Participants were not excluded if 
they did not answer demographic questions. Although most of the sample provided complete 
data, six respondents did not report their age and 10 did not report their race.  
To retain as many participants as possible, analyses were conducted based on the 
available data for each question, rather than only with those without missing data. Therefore, 
those who did not answer questions about age or race were only excluded from analyses using 
racial and ethnic identity and age as moderators and covariates.  
While all participants were university employees, 197 (24.3%) participants indicated they 
were enrolled as students and the other 614 (75.7%) were not enrolled. Tables 4, 5, and 6 
summarize the employment and educational distributions of the sample.  
Table 4. Education Levels 
 
Level of Education Number of Participants Percentage of Participants  
Some high school 
 
      2 
 
.2% 
High school or equivalent     12 1.5% 
Some college     38 4.7% 
Vocational training     19 2.3% 
Associate degrees 38 4.7% 
Bachelor’s degrees 300 37% 
Master’s degrees 347 42.8% 
Doctoral degrees 55 6.8% 
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Table 5. Employment Classifications  
 
Table 6. Hours Worked 
 
Instrumentation and Materials 
Letter to Participants  
To preface the surveys, the researcher provided a cover letter to explain the purpose for 
contacting them (See Appendix A). The communications employed two tactics, discussed in 
further detail below, 1) it briefly explained to the potential participants why their help was 
needed, why each person had valuable feedback to provide, the potential impact they could have 
on a student’s progress to graduation, and 2) the value they would contribute to the literature of 
the disciplines touched upon in this study (Dillman, 2015). Before the participants took the 
surveys, they were asked to indicate whether they were an A&P or USPS employee and confirm 
they were working full-time. These two factors constituted their eligibility, after which they were 
presented with the two surveys discussed below.   
  
Employee Classification Number of Participants Percentage of Participants 
Administrative & Professional 583 71.9% 
University Support Personnel System 228 28.1% 
Hours worked per week Number of Participants Percentage of Participants 
At least 30 hours, not always the full 40 15 1.8% 
Generally right at 40 hours 483 59.6% 
Almost always over 40 hours 313 38.6% 
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Measure of Job Satisfaction (MJS) 
Job satisfaction was measured using the Measure of Job Satisfaction (MJS) scale 
(Traynor & Wade, 1991; Traynor & Wade, 1993), which consists of 44 items, using a five-point 
Likert scale ranging from very dissatisfied (1) to very satisfied (5). Van Saane et al. (2003) 
conducted a review to assess the reliability and validity of a variety of job satisfaction 
instruments. In total, the review consisted of 29 instruments. They concluded that the MJS scale 
had, “the most extensive coverage of content validity” and was the most reliable instrument 
when compared to 28 other measures of job satisfaction (p. 198). It had very strong measures of 
internal consistency (r = .93) and test-retest reliability (r = .89). The MJS was strongly correlated 
with a Price Waterhouse instrument (r = .83), which provided good evidence for concurrent 
validity (as cited in Van Saane et al.). The MJS was developed to have a hierarchical factorial 
structure, in which researchers could use either a composite score for job satisfaction or seven 
sub-scales (listed in Table 5). The current study used only the composite score.  
Although, the MJS was originally developed for the nursing field, the wording of the 
questions did allow them to be easily adapted for other fields. In five of the 44 questions the 
scale refers to patients, which was changed to clients to better describe the population of this 
study. Because the survey went to a diverse group of university staff members, who work 
regularly with faculty, administrators, external constituents, other staff, and current, potential, 
and former students, the term clients was used as a more inclusive term. Because some of the 
items were reworded, Cronbach’s alphas were run to determine the reliability for this sample. 
Internal consistency was acceptable for all sub-scales (r > .70) and excellent for overall job 
satisfaction. Furthermore, the values from this sample aligned well with the internal consistency 
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values from the original instrument. This indicated the current study’s instrument was nearly as 
reliable as the original instrument, despite its revisions for a population in higher education.    
Table 7 provides the measures of internal consistency for the sub-scales and the overall 
score for the original instrument (Traynor & Wade, 1993) alongside the slightly revised 
questions used by the sample for the current study.  
Table 7. Comparison of Internal Consistency Between the Original MJS and the Current Study 
Note. Only the composite score was used in the current study’s analyses. 
Role Stressor Scales  
Role conflict and ambiguity were measured with the revised version of the Role Stressor 
Scales (Bowling et al., 2017; Rizzo et al., 1970). The original version of the Role Stressor Scales 
(Rizzo et al., 1970) is the most commonly used instrument for measuring role conflict and role 
ambiguity (Bowling et al., 2017, p. 2) and has been used in approximately 85 percent of studies 
regarding role conflict and role ambiguity (González-Romá & Lioret, 1998).  
 Cronbach’s Alphas: 
MJS Sub-Scales Original MJS Current Study 
Personal Satisfaction 0.85 0.84 
Satisfaction with Workload 0.88 0.83 
Satisfaction with Professional Support 0.89 0.88 
Satisfaction with Training 0.85 0.70 
Satisfaction with Pay 0.90 .90 
Satisfaction with Prospects 0.88 0.76 
Satisfaction with Standards of Care 0.90 0.87 
Overall Satisfaction 0.95 0.95 
62 
 
The original scale consisted of six role ambiguity items, which reflected the absence of 
ambiguity and eight role conflict items, which reflected the presence of conflict. Measuring the 
presence of one factor and the absence of the other drew criticisms about the directionality of the 
wording of the scale items (Kelloway & Barling, 1990). For this reason, and other criticisms, 
Bowling et al. (2017) revised the scale in several ways. First, they clarified the definitions so that 
role ambiguity was “the extent to which one if confronted with unclear work situations,” and role 
conflict was “the extent to which one experiences incompatible work demands,” (p. 3). 
Second, they created a new set of 24 items, which they pared down to 12 items, six 
questions for each characteristic, based on item discrimination and similar wording and 
redundancies. They also reverse-coded items such that each sub-factor (role conflict or role 
ambiguity) had an even number of positively and reverse-scored items. Three role ambiguity 
items reflect the presence of ambiguity and three reflect the absence of ambiguity; likewise, three 
role conflict items reflect the presence of conflict and three reflect the absence of conflict. 
Bowling et al. (2017) examined the reliability of the revised scale for both test-retest 
reliability and internal consistency. Neither the role ambiguity nor role conflict mean scores were 
significantly different between test 1 and test 2, which were given 4 weeks apart. Although, the 
test-retest reliability for role conflict (r = .64) and role ambiguity (r = .65), was not strong, 
internal consistency was good for each factor. Using five different samples, Bowling et al. 
(2017) found that the Cronbach’s alphas ranged from .77 to .89 for role conflict and from .83 to 
.91 for role ambiguity. For the samples used in this study, role ambiguity had a Cronbach’s 
Alpha of .814, which was slightly higher than what Bowling et al. (2017) found and role conflict 
had a Cronbach’s Alpha of .699, which is less than that for the original and revised scales but 
still acceptable.  
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Bowling et al. (2017) established good convergent validity with their revised scales by 
correlating them with the original scales (r = .80, p < .01). In a separate study, Muthén and 
Muthén (2007) used a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to validate the factor structure and 
found that a two-factor structure, in which items loaded onto either conflict or ambiguity, was 
the best fit for the revised items. The researchers concluded their studies provided evidence of 
the new scales’ reliability and validity and advocated the use of the revised scales when 
conducting research to measure role conflict and role ambiguity.   
Demographics 
A demographic questionnaire was used to ask the participants about their personal and 
educational background. More specifically, these questions asked for their gender, ethnicity 
(Hispanic/Non-Hispanic), racial identity, age, marital status, parental status, and length of 
employment with the university. Participants could select multiple races and ethnicities. Parental 
status ranged from expecting a child or in the process of adopting to indicating whether the 
participants had one, two, three, or four or more children. To determine which research condition 
to which they belonged , the participants were asked if they were a student. Using the skip-logic 
function within Qualtrics, if the participant indicated they were a student, they were asked to 
answer the additional student-related demographic questions. These included (a) whether they 
were enrolled part-time or full-time; (b) their major; (c) whether they were an undergraduate, 
master’s, or doctoral student; (d) how long they had been enrolled; (e) and whether they were 
currently or had ever made use of the state employee tuition waiver.  
Procedure 
After obtaining approval from the Institutional Review Board to conduct the study 
(Appendix B), an email request (Appendix C) to participate was sent to all 3,527 permanent staff 
64 
 
members. Their email addresses were obtained through a public records’ request made to the 
university’s main human resources’ office (Appendix D). The e-mail request included a link to a 
series of questionnaires in Qualtrics, which could be accessed using mobile and desktop devices. 
The questionnaires included the MJS, Role Stressor Scales, general demographic questionnaire, 
and student-specific questionnaire as appropriate, (i.e., if the employee indicated they were also a 
student).The survey was available for four weeks in January and February 2020. A follow-up 
email was sent in February to remind recipients to respond to the survey (Dillman, 2015). Once 
the survey window closed, the data were exported from Qualtrics. 
Analyses 
Research Question 1  
A two-factor multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used to determine 
significant differences in (a) job satisfaction, (b) role conflict, and (c) role ambiguity between 
students and non-students. The use of the two-factor MANOVA took the place of conducting 
three separate independent samples t-tests. Stevens (2007) explained how the MANOVA allows 
a researcher to compare their independent variable to multiple dependent variables within the 
same test instead of performing a separate analysis of variance (ANOVA) test for each 
dependent variable. This analysis not only reduced the likelihood for alpha inflation (i.e., Type I 
error), it also accounts for the correlations between the dependent variables.  
Research Question 2 
Two different statistics were used to determine if each demographic variable moderated 
the relationship between student status and job satisfaction, role conflict, and role ambiguity. A 
two-factor multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was used for the four categorical, 
demographic variables. Since each moderator was tested separately, the two factors were 
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enrollment and a demographic trait. A multivariate analysis of covariance (MANCOVA) was 
used for the two continuous, demographic variables. Enrollment was used as the factor and a 
demographic trait was included as a covariate. Both statistics allowed the researcher to test for 
interactions between enrollment and each demographic variable. 
Summary 
To summarize, the process began by obtaining approval to conduct the study from the 
Institutional Review Board. Once the study was approved and the survey was finalized, an 
invitation was sent to all the university’s full-time employees requesting their participation in an 
electronic survey for an employee and graduate student working on their dissertation. All 
communications, including the actual survey in the Qualtrics platform, took place online to 
ensure survey-taker privacy. No identifying information was collected from participants; 
therefore, the survey was fully anonymous.    
Participants completed the MJS, Role Stressor Scales, and either one or two demographic 
questionnaires, depending on whether participants indicated they were students. After obtaining 
the participants’ results, composite job satisfaction, role conflict, and role ambiguity scores were 
created from the 811 sets of useable survey results. Statistical analyses were conducted using the 
multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) test, except in the case of continuous variables 
such as age and years employed with the university, in which case, the multivariate analysis of 
covariance (MANCOVA) test was used. 
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS 
Descriptive Statistics for Moderators 
Gender Identity  
The majority of participants identified as “woman, female, or feminine.” The second 
largest group identified as “man, male, or masculine.” This was the case for students and non-
students. Six participants identified as either both genders or neither gender. Due to the very 
small samples of these participants, the researcher was not able to test how gender identity 
moderated the effects of enrollment for those who did not identify specifically as male or female, 
but these participants were retained in the samples for other analyses. Table 8 includes the 
sample sizes for each gender identity by enrollment status and percentages for each gender.  











Racial and Ethnic Identity 
Based on recommendations from Hughes et al. (2016), the survey allowed participants to 
choose from seven different options for identity: American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, 
Gender Identity  Student n Non-Student n Total N 
Percentage of  
Total Sample 
Woman, female, or 
feminine 
137 445 582 71.76% 
Man, male, or 
masculine 
58 165 223 27.5% 
Both 0 2 2 .25% 
Neither 2 2 4 .49% 
Total 197 614 811  
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Black or African American, Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish origin; Middle Eastern or North 
African, Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander, and White. Because participants were given 
the opportunity to select more than one option, this resulted in 23 unique combinations.  
Many of these unique combinations had small sample sizes. Therefore, these groups were 
combined to create two new, broader, multiracial categories based on whether the participant 
identified their ethnicity to be that of Hispanic origin or not. Table 9 below illustrates the original 
choices made by the participants and how these were funneled into the final six categories, 
including the two new classifications that were used to test racial and ethnic identity as a 
moderating variable.  
The largest group of participants identified as White, followed by Black or African 
American then Hispanic, Latino, or of Spanish Origin, while the smallest group of participants 
were those who identified as Middle Eastern/North African. Three of the single-race groups 
(American Indian or Alaska Native, Middle Eastern or North African, and Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander) included very few participants for each level of enrollment. Therefore, 
any participant who chose one of these as their single identifier could not be included in the 
analyses when testing racial and ethnic identity as a moderator. Table 9 illustrates the original 
identities, the classifications used to test racial and ethnic identity as a moderating variable, and 









Table 9. Sample Sizes for Racial and Ethnic Identification by Enrollment Status 
 
     
   
    
     
   
     
    
  
     
    
   
    
 
     
    
   
     






- American Indian or Alaska 
Native, Black or African 
American, Hispanic, Latino, 
or of Spanish Origin 
- Asian, Black or African 
American, Hispanic, Latino, 
or of Spanish Origin 
- Asian, Hispanic, Latino, or 
of Spanish Origin 
- Black or African American, 
Hispanic, Latino, or of 
Spanish Origin 
- Black or African American, 
Hispanic, Latino, or of 
Spanish Origin, Middle 
Eastern or North African, 
White 
- Black or African American, 
Hispanic, Latino, or of 
Spanish Origin, White 
- Hispanic, Latino, or of 
Spanish Origin, White 
6 19 25 3.1% 
      














Asian Asian 10 25 35 4.3% 
Black or African 
American 
Black or African American 32 73 105 12.9% 
Hispanic, Latino, or 
of Spanish Origin 
Hispanic, Latino, or of 
Spanish Origin 
















Multiracial, not of 
Hispanic Origin 
- American Indian or Alaska 
Native, Asian, Black or 
African American, Native 
Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander, White 
- American Indian or Alaska 
Native, Black or African 
American, White 
- American Indian or Alaska 
Native, Black or African 
American, White 
-Asian, Black or African 
American 
- Asian, Black or African 
American, White 
- Asian, White 
- Black or African American, 
Middle Eastern or North 
African 
- Black or African American, 
White 
- Middle Eastern or North 
African, White 
8 21 29 3.6% 









3 7 10 1.2% 






Participants were asked to identify their marital status by choosing from the following 
options: Divorced, Engaged, Married, Single-Dating, Single-Not dating, and Widow/Widower. 
By far, the largest group was those who identified as Married, and Widow/Widower the smallest. 
No groups were too small to include for this moderator. The participants in the two single 
categories had very close sample sizes, with roughly half of them dating and the other half not. 
There were similar proportions of employees in each marital status group between students and 
non-students. Table 10 includes the sample sizes for each level of marital and enrollment status 
and percentages for each martial group. 
Table 10. Sample Sizes for Marital Status by Enrollment Status 
 
Parental Status 
The survey participants were first asked if they had children. Second, if the participants 
did indicate they had children, they were asked how many: One, Two, Three, or Four or more. 
More than 40 percent, the largest concentration, of the participants did not have children, 
Marital Status 
Identification 
Student n Non-Student n Total N 
Percentage of  
Total Sample 
 
Divorced 13 58 71 8.75%  
Engaged 10 22 32 3.95%  
Married 88 401 489 60.3%  
Single-Dating 38 59 97 11.96%  
Single-Not dating 44 68 112 13.81%  
Widow/Widower 4 6 10 1.23%  
Total 197 614 811   
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although some were expecting a child. The largest group of parents were the participants with 
two children, then one child. Only 28 participants had four or more children. No group had too 
few participants to include in the analysis.  
Percentages for each parental group were not equally distributed between students and 
non-students. Proportionally more students (2%) indicated they were expecting a child than non-
students (0.5%). Other than the category of expectant parents, on the whole, non-students were 
more than twice as likely to have children in each category; this held true for the category of 
participants with no children as well. Table 11 includes the sample sizes for each level of 
parental and enrollment status and percentages for each parental group. 
Table 11. Results of Parental Status Descriptions of Survey Participants 
 
  
Parental Status Description 
Choices 
Student n Non-Student n Total N 
Percentage of Total 
Sample 
 
No 110 247 357 44.02%  
No, but I am (or my 
partner is) pregnant or in 
the process of adopting 
4 3 7 .86% 
 
Yes, one child 35 98 133 16.4%  
Yes, two children 29 182 211 26.02%  
Yes, three children 11 64 75 9.25%  
Yes, four children 8 20 28 3.45%  




All but six participants answered the question of how old they were. Of those six, five 
were non-students, and one was a student. Most of the participants who did answer this question 
ranged in age from 23 to 74 years old—and there was at least one employee for every year 
between 23 and 70—with a mean age of 43.25 years (SD = 12.14) and median age of 42.2 years 














































Figure 5. Distribution of Age by Enrollment Status—Students 
Years of Service 
The years of service question asked participants how long they had been employed by the 
university. While all participants answered this question, three participants attempted to indicate 
an answer the survey software coded as “&lt;1.” The researcher thought the participants were 
trying to indicate they had worked for the university for less than one year but could not be sure 
this was the correct interpretation. Since the exact amount of time was not clear, these three 
participants were excluded when testing years of service as a moderator. Of those who gave valid 
answers, the years of service ranged from zero to 47 years.  
The mean years of service was 8.67 (SD = 7.67) years, and the median was 5.96 years 
(IQR = 10). Of the newest employees, eight were non-students, and two were students. From 
zero to 18 years, there was representation of students at each year. Of the longest serving 
employees, the student with the most years of service was with the university for 30 years; 
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however, non-students have worked at the university as long as 47 years. Figures 6 and Figure 7 











Figure 6. Distribution of Years of Service by Enrollment Status—Non-Students 
Figure 7. Distribution of Years of Service by Enrollment Status—Students 
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Table 12 shows the trends mentioned above by outlining statistics for age and years of service. 
Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for the Moderators “Age” and “Years of Service” 
 
 Statistical Assumptions 
Research Question 1: Assumptions for Multivariate Analysis of Variance 
Independence of Observations  
Since this is a causal comparative study, independence of observations could not be 
achieved by random assignment. Because the population was a specified group of employees, 
there was also a lack of random sampling; only the employees in the target population received 
the survey. While no formal statistical test was done to test for this assumption, scatterplots were 
generated to plot data for each of the six demographic variables on each of the three dependent 
variables. There did not appear to be any noticeable clustering pattern in any of the 18 plots. 
Despite the non-random sampling and assignment, but because of the random distribution of data 
in the scatterplots, the researcher has a modicum of confidence in assuming independence. 
 
 Age Years of Service 
 Total Students Non-Students Total Students Non-Students 
Sample Size 805 196 609 808 197 611 
Mean 43.25 37.72 45.03 8.67 5.84 9.59 
Median 42 35.50 45 6 4.00 7 
SD 12.14 10.788 12.022 7.67 5.403 8.067 
Interquartile Range 20 16 20 10 6 12 
Minimum 23 23 23 0 0 0 
Maximum 74 63 74 47 30 47 
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Multivariate Normality of the Dependent Variables  
Several tests of multivariate normality were examined using DeCarlo’s (1997) SPSS 
Macro for Multivariate Normality. Small’s omnibus test of multivariate normality indicated that, 
collectively, the dependent variables were not normally distributed, Q1(3) = 101.240, p < .001. 
Both Small’s (Q1(3) = 101.240, p < .001) and Srivastava's (𝑏𝑏1,𝑝𝑝(3) = 65.976, p < .001) tests of 
multivariate skewness indicated that the variables were skewed. Small’s (VQ2(3) = 43.622, p < 
.001), Srivastava's (𝑏𝑏2,𝑝𝑝= 3.217, N = 2.185, p = .029), and Mardia's (𝑏𝑏2,𝑝𝑝= 16.116, N = 2.902, p = 
.004) tests of multivariate kurtosis indicated that the variables were kurtotic. The only indication 
of univariate normality was for the Role Conflict and Job Satisfaction scores, which were 
mesokurtic. Although the assumption for multivariate normality was not met for these data, 
Hahs-Vaughn (2019) stated that violating this assumption has a minimal effect on Type I errors 
with mild or moderate departures from normality. 
Univariate Normality of each Dependent Variable for each Group  
Univariate normality was tested for each dependent variable using the Shapiro-Wilks 
Test for normality. This test indicated none of the dependent variables were normally distributed 
for either students or non-students. Table 13 includes overall tests of normality and measures of 
skewness and kurtosis for each variable and group. As with violations to multivariate normality, 
estimations from analyses of variance tend to be robust against violations of univariate normality 





















Correlations and Linearity between Dependent Variables 
To test the linearity assumption for a MANOVA, the researcher examined non-linear 
relationships between each pair of the three dependent variables. Unfortunately, the assumption 
of linearity was violated for all three pairs. There were quadratic relationships between (a) job 
satisfaction and role conflict and (b) job satisfaction and role ambiguity, and a cubic relationship 
between role conflict and role ambiguity. Therefore, the assumption of linearity was violated and 
may affect the statistical conclusion validity of the results. Inferential statistics for each trend are 













































Table 14. Non-Linearity between Dependent Variables  
 
Another assumption of the MANOVA is the dependent variables correlate with each 
other. The correlation (r) value should generally be between .3 and .5, but below .9 to avoid 
multicollinearity. Two of the three dependent variable pairs fell within this range, and none 
exceeded the .9 ceiling. The linear relationships for the dependent variable pairs are below in 
Table 15. 






Homogeneity of Variances and Covariances 
Box’s M indicated the assumption for homogeneity of variances and covariances was 
met, M = 3.693, F(6, 815741.849) = 0.612, p = .721. Levene’s Test for Equality of Error 
Variances was used to estimate the homogeneity of group variances for each of the dependent 
variables. Only job satisfaction (F(1,809) = 1.820, p = .607) and role conflict (F(1,809) = 1.82, p 
= .965) met this assumption. Role ambiguity did not (F(1,809) = 1.820, p = .017).  
 Quadratic Trend Cubic Trend 
Dependent Variable Pairs b t p b t p 
Job Satisfaction, Role Conflict .071 6.297 <.001 .008 1.045 .296 
Role Conflict, Role Ambiguity .014 .901 .368 .034 2.855 .004 
Role Ambiguity, Job Satisfaction .280 3.360 .001 -.168 -1.794 .073 
Dependent Variable Pair r  p 
Job Satisfaction, Role Conflict .182 <.001 
Role Conflict, Role Ambiguity .409 <.001 
Role Ambiguity, Job Satisfaction .328 <.001 
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Research Question 2: Assumptions for Two-Factor Multivariate Analyses of Variance 
The dependent variables used to test the multivariate assumptions for the previous 
research question were the same as those for the second research question. Therefore, the 
assumptions of independence, multivariate normality, and linearity were not repeated in this 
section. Tests for the assumptions of univariate normality and homogeneity of variances are 
presented for each MANOVA that examined how a categorical variable moderates the effect of 
student status on the dependent variables. 
Univariate Normality of Dependent Variables for Each Group 
Univariate normality was tested for each (moderator x enrollment) group using the 
Shapiro Wilks Test for normality. This test indicated that only 53 of the 120 factor levels met the 
assumption of normality; however, ANOVA is fairly robust against violations of normality even 
with small samples. Hahs-Vaughn (2019) recommended “20 or more cases per cell,” (p. 185), 
while Seo, et al. (1995) suggested an overall sample size of 40, with 10 or more per group to 
ensure robustness despite non-normality (as cited in Hahs-Vaughn, 2019). In the case of the 
current study, the total sample size was 811 and group sample sizes ranged from 4 to 401. Tables 
16, 17, and 18 summarize the normality test statistics for job satisfaction, role conflict, and role 
ambiguity for each group. The p-values of the groups that met the assumption are highlighted in 










Table 16. Normality Statistics for Job Satisfaction 
Moderator Variables and Levels 
Students Non-students 
SW df p SW df p 
Gender Identity       
Male .979 58 .394 959 165 <.001 
Female .942 137 <.001 959 165 <.001 
Racial Identity and Ethnicity .981 10 .972 .878 25 .006 
Asian .932 32 .044 .914 73 <.001 
Black .936 31 .065 .959 86 .008 
Hispanic .877 6 .257 .919 19 .108 
Multi-Racial, Hispanic .939 8 .597 .941 21 .232 
Multi-Racial, Non-Hispanic .948 107 <.001 .952 383 <.001 
White .981 10 .972 .878 25 .006 
Marital Status       
Divorced .940 13 .452 .934 58 .004 
Engaged .884 10 .144 .866 22 .007 
Married .969 88 .032 .948 401 <.001 
Single-Dating .923 38 .012 .945 59 .010 
Single-Not dating .947 44 .044 .953 68 .012 
Widow/Widower .797 4 .096 .966 6 .867 
Parental Status       
No children .930 29 .054 .959 182 <.001 
No, but pregnant/adopting .930 29 .054 .959 182 <.001 
81 
 
Note: P-values in bold are those that indicate that the assumption of normality was met.  
 
Table 17. Normality Statistics for Role Conflict 
Moderator Variables and Levels 
Students Non-students 
SW df p SW df p 
Moderator Variables and Levels 
Students Non-students 
SW df p SW df p 
Yes, one child .943 110 <.001 .951 247 <.001 
Yes, two children .944 4 .681 .750 3 <.001 
Yes, three children .947 8 .685 .946 20 .313 
Yes, 4 or more children .966 35 .353 .954 98 .002 
Gender Identity       
Male .969 58 .023 .953 165 <.001 
Female .974 137 <.001 .951 445 <.001 
Racial Identity and Ethnicity       
       
       
       
   
Asian .973 10 .921 .969 25 .625 
Black .933 32 .049 .964 73 .037 
Hispanic .947 31 .132 .969 86 .039 
Multi-Racial, Hispanic .881 6 .275 .901 19 .052 
Multi-Racial, Non-Hispanic .919 8 .422 .971 21 .744 
White .974 107 .032 .968 383 <.001 
Marital Status       
Divorced .974 13 .935 .951 58 .021 
Engaged .880 10 .132 .960 22 .494 
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Note: P-values in bold are those that indicate that the assumption of normality was met. 
 
Table 18. Normality Statistics for Role Ambiguity 
Moderator Variables and Levels Students Non-students 
SW df p SW df p 
Married .963 88 .014 .974 401 <.001 
Single-Dating .950 38 .088 .939 59 .005 
Single-Not dating .959 44 .124 .957 68 .020 
Widow/Widower .839 4 .192 .887 6 .304 
Parental Status       
No children .921 29 .033 .963 182 <.001 
No, but pregnant/adopting .985 110 .247 .975 247 <.001 
Yes, one child .936 4 .632 .750 3 <.001 
Yes, two children .878 8 .180 .898 20 .037 
Yes, three children .945 35 .078 .976 98 .072 
Yes, 4 or more children .963 11 .806 .974 64 .196 
Moderator Variables and Levels Students Non-students 
SW df p SW df p 
Gender Identity        
Male .952 58 .023 .953 165 <.001 
Female .948 137 <.001 .951 445 <.001 
Racial Identity and Ethnicity       
Asian .818 10 .024 .964 25 .511 
Black .925 32 .028 .935 73 .001 
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Note: P-values in bold are those that indicate the assumption of normality was met. 
  
Moderator Variables and Levels 
Students Non-students 
SW df p SW df p 
Hispanic .922 31 .027 .953 86 .004 
Multi-Racial, Hispanic .990 6 .989 .872 19 .016 
Multi-Racial, Non-Hispanic .959 8 .804 .980 21 .923 
White .949 107 <.001 .948 383 <.001 
Marital Status       
Divorced .848 13 .027 .939 58 .006 
Engaged .908 10 .267 .947 22 .276 
Married .923 88 <.001 .949 401 <.001 
Single-Dating .981 38 .737 .941 59 .007 
Single-Not dating .959 44 .121 .962 68 .034 
Widow/Widower .928 4 .580 .760 6 .025 
Parental Status       
No children .962 29 .361 .935 182 <.001 
No, but pregnant/adopting .958 110 .002 .963 247 <.001 
Yes, one child .850 4 .226 .750 3 <.001 
Yes, two children .896 8 .265 .950 20 .364 
Yes, three children .910 35 .008 .946 98 .001 
Yes, 4 or more children .870 11 .077 .938 64 .003 
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Homogeneity of Variances and Covariances 
Box’s M indicated the assumption for homogeneity of variances and covariances was met 
for gender identity, racial and ethnic identity, marital status, and parental status. Table 19 
contains the results for Box’s M for each categorical moderator variable. 
Table 19. Box’s M Values for each Categorical Moderator Variable 
 
Levene’s Test for Equality of Error Variances was used to estimate the homogeneity of 
group variances for the four categorical moderators on each of the dependent variables. The only 
variable that violated this assumption was Role Ambiguity when comparing levels of enrollment 
by marital status and gender identity (see Table 20). Failing to meet the assumption for 
homogeneity of variance could result in a higher likelihood of Type I and Type II errors (Hahs-
Vaughn, 2012). While this cannot be controlled in a two-factor MANOVA, adjustments can be 
made with one-way ANOVAs. In the event marital status or gender identity moderated the 
relationship between student status and role ambiguity, Welch’s ANOVA would be used to test 






Moderator Variables M F df p 
Gender Identity 26.455 1.453 18, 221922.340 .096 
Racial and Ethnic Identity 75.066 0.951 72, 8069.460 .595 
Marital Status 69.343 0.940 66, 3607.403 .616 
Parental Status 79.379 1.194 60, 3425.314 .147 
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Table 20. Univariate Homogeneity of Variances for each Categorical Dependent Variable 


















Note: P-values in bold are those that indicate the assumption of normality was violated. 
Research Question 2: Assumptions for Multivariate Analysis of Covariance  
Age and years of service were measured as continuous variables. Therefore, statistical 
assumptions for MANCOVAs were examined for these two moderators. The dependent variables 
used to test the multivariate assumptions for Research Question 1 were the same as those for the 
Gender Identity    
Job Satisfaction .449 (3,801) 0.718 
Role Conflict 1.020 (3,801) .383 
Role Ambiguity 3.017 (3,801) .029 
Racial and Ethnic Identity    
Job Satisfaction 0.566 11,789 .857 
Role Conflict 0.647 11,789 .789 
Role Ambiguity 1.205 11,789 .279 
Marital Status    
Job Satisfaction 1.327 11,799 .204 
Role Conflict 0.768 11,799 .673 
Role Ambiguity 2.557 11,799 .003 
Parental Status    
Job Satisfaction .390 11,799 .960 
Role Conflict 0.924 11,799 .517 
Role Ambiguity 1.778 11,799 .054 
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second research question. Therefore, the assumptions of independence, multivariate normality, 
and linearity were not repeated in this section. Tests for the assumptions of univariate normality 
and homogeneity of variances are presented for each MANOVA that examines how a categorical 
variable moderates the effect of student status on the dependent variables. 
Univariate Normality of the Residual Errors of each Dependent Variable for Each Group 
Univariate normality was tested for each dependent variable after accounting for the 
continuous moderators; Age or Years of Service. The Shapiro Wilks tests indicated the 
assumption of normality was violated for all six tests, which can be seen in Table 21 below.  
Table 21. Univariate Normality of Dependent Variables’ Residuals 
 
Linearity between the Covariates and the Dependent Variables 
To test the second linearity assumption for the MANCOVA, the researcher examined 
non-linear relationships between each of the two covariates and three dependent variables at both 
levels of enrollment. The assumption for linearity was met in 11 of the 12 analyses. This 
Dependent Variable and Covariate SW df p 
Job Satisfaction    
Age .957 811 <.001 
Years of Service to the University .957 811 <.001 
Role Conflict    
Age .975 811 <.001 
Years of Service to the University .975 811 <.001 
Role Ambiguity    
Age .953 811 <.001 
Years of Service to the University .953 811 <.001 
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assumption was violated only in the relationship between role ambiguity and age, which had a 
cubic trend. The inferential statistics for each trend are given in Tables 22 and 23 below. 
Table 22. Non-Linearity between Covariates and Dependent Variables for Non-Students  
 
Table 23. Non-Linearity between Covariates and Dependent Variables for Students  
 Quadratic Trend Cubic Trend 
Dependent Variable and Covariate b t p b t p 
Job Satisfaction 
     Age  
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 Quadratic Trend Cubic Trend 
Dependent Variable and Covariate b t p b t p 
Job Satisfaction 
     Age 
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Homogeneity of Regression Slopes 
To discern whether the Homogeneity of Regression Slopes assumption was violated, the 
researcher compared linear relationships (i.e., Pearson correlations between each dependent 
variable and each covariate) between students and non-students using z tests (Kenny, 1987; see 
the equation below). Should the computed z value fall outside the bounds of -1.96 and 1.96, the 
assumption has been violated. Table 24 below contains the resulting z-values for each test. The 
assumption for Homogeneity of Regression Slopes was met in all cases. 
(1) 
 
Where r1 = the correlation between a covariate and a dependent variable for non-students, 
r2 = the correlation between a covariate and a dependent variable for students, n1 = the sample 
size of non-students, n2 = the sample size of students. 
Table 24.  z tests and Correlations between each Covariate and Dependent Variable 
Dependent Variable and Covariate Quadratic Trend Cubic Trend 
b t p b t p 
Role Ambiguity 
     Age 



























Job Satisfaction—Age  0.037 0.127 609 196 -1.083 





Research Question 1 
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) test was executed to ascertain whether 
statistically significant differences existed in job satisfaction, role conflict, or role ambiguity 
between participants who were enrolled as students and those who were not. The omnibus test, 
Wilks’ Lambda, was not statistically significant, which revealed the combined three dependent 
variables did not differ significantly between students and non-students (Λ = .993, F (3, 807) = 
1.820, p = .142). The multivariate effect size was also small, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2  = .007, which supported the non-
significant p-value.  
Although Wilks’ Lambda did not indicate a significant group difference for the set of 
dependent variables, the univariate tests indicated a statistically significant difference for job 
satisfaction. Without accounting for the other dependent variables, students were more satisfied 
with their job than non-students. Table 25 includes the inferential statistics for the univariate 










Role Conflict—Age  0.051 0.089 609 196 -.441 
Role Conflict—Years  0.01 0.013 611 197 -.036 
Role Ambiguity—Age 0.007 0.087 609 196 -0.964 
Role Ambiguity—Years  0.058 0.006 611 197 0.619 
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Note. Numbers in bold represent statistical significance. 
 
Table 26. Means and Standard Deviations for Job Satisfaction, Role Conflict, and Role 







Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
Research Question 2 
Four two-factorial MANOVAs and two MANCOVAs were conducted to determine 
whether demographic characteristics moderated the relationship between enrollment and any of 
the dependent variables. The factorial MANOVAs were used to test the effects for the 
categorical moderators: gender identity, racial identity, marital status, and parental status. The 
MANCOVAs were used to test the effect of the continuous moderators: age and years of service.  
Gender Identity 
The omnibus test indicated there was no significant interaction between enrollment and 
gender identity (Λ = .994, F(3, 802) = .781, p =.585, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 = .003). Consistent with the multivariate 
results, there were no significant univariate effects; therefore, gender identity did not moderate 
 F p 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 
Job Satisfaction 4.180 0.041 0.005 
Role Conflict 0.985 0.321 0.001 
Role Ambiguity 2.952 0.086 0.004 
 Non-Students Students 
Job Satisfaction 2.968 (.669) 3.080 (.661) 
Role Conflict 3.761 (1.479) 3.975 (1.632) 
Role Ambiguity 3.502 (1.203) 3.599 (1.199) 
91 
 
the effect of enrollment on job satisfaction, role conflict, or role ambiguity. After controlling for 
gender identity, Wilks’ Lambda showed no statistically significant differences in the dependent 
variables based on enrollment (Λ = .995, F(3, 802) = 1.337, p = .261, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 = .005), meaning 
enrollment did not affect job perceptions. Below, Table 27 details the univariate statistics and 
Table 28 contains the means and standard deviations for each variable. 
























  F p 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 
Enrollment    
Job Satisfaction 0.531 .466 .001 
Role Ambiguity  2.272 .132 .003 
Role Conflict 0.587 .444 .001 
Gender    
Job Satisfaction 1.307 .271 .005 
Role Ambiguity  1.445 .228 .005 
Role Conflict 1.031 .378 .004 
Enrollment*Gender    
Job Satisfaction 0.803 .448 .002 
Role Ambiguity  0.796 .451 .002 
Role Conflict 0.161 .851 < .000 
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Table 28. Means and Standard Deviations for Students and Non-Students by Gender  
Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
Racial Identity 
The omnibus test indicated there was no significant interaction between enrollment and 
racial identity (Λ = .978, F(3, 787) = 1.156, p =.300, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 = .007). Consistent with the multivariate 
results, there were no significant univariate effects; therefore, racial identity did not moderate the 
effect of enrollment on job satisfaction, role conflict, or role ambiguity. After controlling for 
racial identity, Wilks’ Lambda showed no statistically significant differences in the dependent 
variables based on enrollment (Λ = .996, F(3, 787) = 1.714, p = .275, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 = .006), meaning 
enrollment did not affect job perceptions. Below, Table 29 details the univariate statistics, and 







 Gender Non-Students Students 
Job Satisfaction Male 2.980 (0.693) 3.092 (0.628) 
 Female 2.967 (0.661) 3.088 (0.672) 
Role Ambiguity Male 3.511 (1.353) 3.845 (1.559) 
 Female 3.861 (1.516) 4.012 (1.662) 
Role Conflict Male 3.452 (1.11) 3.560 (1.288) 
 Female 3.520 (1.238) 3.597 (1.147) 
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Table 29. Univariate Statistics for the Interaction and Main Effects for Enrollment and Racial 
Identity 
 
Table 30. Means and Standard Deviations for Students and Non-Students by Racial Identity  
 F P 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 
Enrollment    
Job Satisfaction 0.260 .610 .000 
Role Ambiguity 0.167 .683 .000 
Role Conflict 1.745 .187 .002 
Race    
Job Satisfaction 1.866 .098 .012 
Role Ambiguity 0.909 .475 .006 
Role Conflict 1.653 .144 .010 
Enrollment*Race    
Job Satisfaction 0.907 .476 .006 
Role Ambiguity 1.423 .214 .009 
Role Conflict 1.424 .213 .009 
 Race Non-Students Students 
Job Satisfaction Asian 2.915 (.680) 2.850 (.453) 
 Black 2.916 (.713) 2.884 (.650) 
 Hispanic 3.021 (.737) 2.995 (.605) 
 MRHO* 2.874 (.687) 2.886 (.450) 
 MRNHO** 3.169 (.682) 3.338 (.772) 
 White 2.960 (.647) 3.173 (.681) 
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Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
*MRHO = Multiracial, of Hispanic Origin, **MRNHO = Multiracial, Not of Hispanic Origin. 
Parental Status 
The omnibus test indicated there was no significant interaction between enrollment and 
parental status (Λ = .987, F(3, 797) = .706, p =.781, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 = .004). Consistent with the multivariate 
results, there were no significant univariate effects; therefore, parental status did not moderate 
the effect of enrollment on job satisfaction, role conflict, or role ambiguity. After controlling for 
parental status, Wilks’ Lambda showed no statistically significant differences in the dependent 
variables (Λ = .996, F(3, 797) = .975, p = .404, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 = .004), meaning enrollment did not affect job 
 Race Non-Students Students 
Role Ambiguity Asian 3.94 (1.535) 3.333 (1.661) 
 Black 3.680 (1.498) 3.573 (1.690) 
 Hispanic 3.95 (1.55) 3.941 (1.799) 
 MRHO* 4.070 (1.327) 3.806 (1.593) 
 MRNHO** 3.659 (1.082) 4.75 (1.084) 
 White 3.71 (1.476) 4.098 (1.582) 
Role Conflict Asian 3.253 (1.179) 2.867 (.874) 
 Black 3.386 (1.275) 3.391 (1.079) 
 Hispanic 3.574 (1.241) 3.715 (1.4084 
 MRHO* 3.816 (1.076) 3.167 (1.216) 
 MRNHO** 3.81 (1.162) 3.167 (1.144) 
 White 3.484 (1.867) 3.759 (1.168) 
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perceptions. Below, Table 31 details the univariate statistics, and Table 32 contains the means 
and standard deviations for each variable. 
Table 31. Univariate Statistics for Interaction and Main Effects for Enrollment and Parental 
Status 
 
Table 32. Means and Standard Deviations for Students and Non-Student by Parental Status 
 F p 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 
Enrollment    
Job Satisfaction 2.399 0.122 0.003 
Role Ambiguity 0.740 0.390 0.001 
Role Conflict 0.025 0.874 0.000 
Parental Status    
Job Satisfaction 2.066 0.068 0.013 
Role Ambiguity 0.306 0.909 0.002 
Role Conflict 0.293 0.917 0.002 
Enrollment*Parental Status    
Job Satisfaction 0.604 0.697 0.004 
Role Ambiguity 1.280 0.270 0.008 
Role Conflict 0.725 0.605 0.005 
 Parental Status Non-Students Students 
Job Satisfaction None, but expecting 2.976 (0.647) 3.005 (0.626) 
 Have 1 child 3.72 (0.617) 3.75 (0.458) 
 Have 2 children 2.889 (0.629) 3.318 (0.801) 
 Have 3 children 2.942 (0.68) 3.101 (0.695) 
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Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses. 
 Marital Status 
The omnibus test showed there was a significant interaction between enrollment and 
marital status (Λ = .963, F(3, 797) = 1.999, p =.012, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 = 0.012). The univariate tests indicated 
marital status moderated the effect of enrollment on job satisfaction but not for either role 
conflict or role ambiguity. However, after controlling for marital status, enrollment did have a 
significant univariate effect on role ambiguity.  
 Parental Status Non-Students Students 
 Have 4+ children 3.066 (0.726) 3.24 (0.772) 
 No children 2.969 (0.669) 3.123 (0.649) 
Role Ambiguity None, but expecting 3.801 (1.378) 3.852 (1.493) 
 Have 1 child 4.833 (1.443) 3.583 (2.128) 
 Have 2 children 3.65 (1.535) 4.583 (2.129) 
 Have 3 children 3.668 (1.509) 4.071 (1.815) 
 Have 4+ children 3.469 (1.511) 4.424 (1.779) 
 No children 4.040 (1.711) 4.098 (1.582) 
Role Conflict None, but expecting 3.553 (1.188) 3.5561 (1.123) 
 Have 1 child 4.556 (0.481) 3.625 (2.114) 
 Have 2 children 3.575 (1.180) 3.583 (1.456) 
 Have 3 children 3.327 (1.054) 3.724 (1.254) 
 Have 4+ children 3.378 (1.171) 3.667 (1.254) 
 No children 3.546 (1.31) 3.592 (1.282) 
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Because there was a significant interaction between marital status and enrollment, tests of 
simple main effects were conducted to determine the nature of the interaction and at what levels 
marital status moderated the effect of enrollment on job satisfaction. Among married employees, 
students were more satisfied with their jobs than their non-student counterparts. Married 
employees’ scores were an average of .28 points higher than that of the non-students’ scores. 
However, among employees who were single and dating, the non-students were more satisfied 
with their jobs than students. The non-students’ scores were an average of .38 points higher than 
the students’ scores. No significant differences were found among any other marital statuses.   
Table 33 includes the univariate statistics for the interactions and main effects for each 
dependent variable. Table 34 includes the statistics for the one-way ANOVAs between students 
and non-students on job satisfaction for each level of marital satisfaction, and Table 35 
summarizes the descriptive statistics of the dependent variables for each level of enrollment and 
marital status.  
Table 33. Univariate Statistics for Interaction and Main Effects for Enrollment and Marital Status 
 F p 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 
Enrollment    
     Job Satisfaction 0.863 0.353 0.001 
     Role Ambiguity  6.442 0.011 0.008 
     Role Conflict 0.391 0.532 0.000 
Marital Status    
     Job Satisfaction 1.079 0.371 0.007 
     Role Ambiguity  1.332 0.249 0.008 
     Role Conflict 1.697 0.133 0.011 
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Note. Bold numbers indicate statistical significance.  
Table 34. Statistics for the Simple Main Effects of Enrollment on Job Satisfaction per Marital 
Status 
 F p 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 
Enrollment*Marital Status    
     Job Satisfaction 3.818 0.002 0.023 
     Role Ambiguity  1.157 0.329 0.007 
     Role Conflict 0.682 0.637 0.004 
 F p 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 
Divorced 1.308 .257 0.019 
Engaged 2.176 .151 0.068 
Married 12.673 <0.001 0.025 
Single and Dating 7.400 .008 0.072 
Single and Not Dating 0.002 0.964 0.000 
Widow/Widower 0.025 0.877 0.003 
Note. Bold numbers indicate statistical significance. 
Table 35. Means and Standard Deviations for Students and Non-Students by Marital Status  
 Marital Status Non-Students Students 
     Job Satisfaction Divorced 2.822 (.765) 3.082 (.625) 
 Engaged 2.917 (.468) 3.243 (.78) 
 Married 2.963 (.663) 3.242 (.673) 
 Single-Dating 3.178 (.695) 2.802 (.612) 
 Single-Not Dating 2.964 (.649) 2.969 (.598) 
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Years of Service  
The omnibus tests for the MANCOVA analysis indicated there was no significant 
interaction between enrollment and years of service (Λ = .996, F(3, 802) = 1.207, p = 0.306, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 = 
0.004). Consistent with the multivariate results, there were no univariate effects; therefore, years 
of service did not moderate the effect of enrollment on job satisfaction, role conflict, or role 
ambiguity. After controlling for years of service, Wilks’ Lambda showed no statistically 
significant differences in the dependent variables (Λ = .996, F(3, 802) = 1.052, p = 0.369, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 = 
0.004), meaning enrollment did not significantly affect job perceptions.  
 Marital Status Non-Students Students 
 Widow/Widower 2.939 (.263) 2.977 (.497) 
     Role Ambiguity Divorced 3.555 (1.593) 4.269 (1.585) 
 Engaged 3.508 (1.335) 4.617 (1.879) 
 Married 3.850 (1.484) 4.063 (1.793) 
 Single-Dating 3.732 (1.582) 3.575 (1.139) 
 Single-Not Dating 3.635 (1.052) 3.947 (1.567) 
 Widow/Widower 3.761 (1.479) 2.885 (1.145) 
     Role Conflict Divorced 3.236 (1.303) 3.81 (.8644) 
 Engaged 3.652 (1.237) 3.391 (1.341) 
 Married 3.518 (1.174) 3.701 (1.323) 
 Single-Dating 3.506 (1.169) 3.671 (1.059) 
 Single-Not Dating 3.610 (1.313) 3.474 (1.047) 
 Widow/Widower 3.25 (1.114) 3.875 (1.462) 
Note. Standard deviations are in parentheses.  
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Below, Table 36 details the univariate statistics for the interactions and main effects, and 
Table 37 contains the means and standard deviations for each dependent variable at each quartile 
of years of service. Since years of service was skewed, rather than normally distributed, three 
percentiles were used to estimate levels of a few (25th percentile = 3 years), moderate (50th 
percentile = 6 years), and many (75th percentile = 13 years) years of service.  







 F p 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 
Enrollment    
     Job Satisfaction 0.185 0.667 0.000 
     Role Ambiguity 3.053 0.081 0.004 
     Role Conflict 0.189 0.664 0.000 
Years of Service    
     Job Satisfaction 3.110 0.078 0.004 
     Role Ambiguity 0.167 0.683 0.000 
     Role Conflict 0.007 0.934 0.000 
Enrollment*Years of Service    
     Job Satisfaction 2.174 0.141 0.003 
     Role Ambiguity 0.332 0.564 0.000 
     Role Conflict 0.072 0.789 0.000 
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Table 37. Descriptive Statistics for Students and Non-Students by Years of Service per Quartile 
 
Age 
The omnibus test indicated there was no significant interaction between enrollment and 
employee age (Λ = .996, F(3, 799) = 1.19, p = .310, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2  = .004). Consistent with the multivariate 
 Percentile (Years) Non-Students Students 
Sample Size  40 26 
Dependent Variables   Mean (Standard Deviation) 
     Job Satisfaction 25th %tile (3) 2.945 (0.697) 3.015 (0.546) 
     Role Ambiguity 25th %tile (3) 3.871 (1.516) 3.462 (1.665) 
     Role Conflict 25th %tile (3) 3.546 (1.125) 3.391 (1.112) 
  Non-Students Students 
Sample Size  34 9 
Dependent Variables  Mean (Standard Deviation) 
     Job Satisfaction 50th %tile (6) 3.019 (0.747) 3.288 (0.789) 
     Role Ambiguity 50th %tile (6) 3.608 (1.65) 3.685 (1.246) 
     Role Conflict 50th %tile (6) 3.294 (1.552) 3.185 (0.922) 
  Non-Students Students 
Sample Size  24 4 
Descriptive Statistics  Mean (Standard Deviation) 
     Job Satisfaction 75th %tile (13) 2.807 (0.473) 2.841 (0.294) 
     Role Ambiguity 75th %tile (13) 3.507 (1.249) 4.667 (1.434) 
     Role Conflict 75th %tile (13) 3.257 (1.274) 3.792 (0.583) 
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results, there were no significant univariate effects; therefore, age did not moderate the effect of 
enrollment on job satisfaction, role conflict, or role ambiguity. After accounting for age, Wilks’ 
Lambda showed no statistically significant differences in any of the dependent variables based 
on enrollment (Λ = .998, F(3, 799) = 0.658, p = .578, 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2  = .002). 
Although there was a significant main effect for age on job satisfaction among the 
univariate statistics, indicating that age was a factor in an employee’s job satisfaction, this 
relationship was not the focus of this study. Below, Table 38 details the univariate statistics for 
the interactions and main effects, and Table 39 contains the means and standard deviations for 
each dependent variable at each quartile of age. Percentiles were used to estimate levels for 
early- (25th percentile = 33 years old), mid- (50th percentile = 42 years old), and late-career (75th 
percentile = 53 years) employees.  
Table 38. Univariate Statistics for the Interaction and Main Effects for Enrollment and Age  
  F p 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 
Enrollment    
     Job Satisfaction 0.217 0.641 0.000 
     Role Ambiguity  0.287 0.592 0.000 
     Role Conflict 1.921 0.166 0.002 
Age    
     Job Satisfaction 3.960 0.047 0.005 
     Role Ambiguity  1.550 0.213 0.002 
     Role Conflict 0.284 0.594 0.000 
Enrollment*Age    
     Job Satisfaction 1.327 0.250 0.002 
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Note. Bold numbers indicate statistical significance. 
Table 39. Descriptive Statistics for Students and Non-Students by Age per Quartile 
*These are the scores for the only participant in this condition. Standard deviations cannot be 
computed for n = 1. 
 F p 𝜂𝜂𝑝𝑝2 
     Role Ambiguity  1.186 0.277 0.001 
     Role Conflict 2.800 0.095 0.003 
 Percentile (Age) Non-Students Students 
Sample Size  17 3 
Descriptive Statistics   Mean (Standard Deviation) 
     Job Satisfaction 25th %tile (33) 2.878 (0.596) 2.424 (0.271) 
     Role Ambiguity 25th %tile (33) 3.814 (1.412) 2.83 (1.014) 
     Role Conflict 25th %tile (33) 3.578 (1.201) 3.278 (0.585) 
  Non-Students Students 
Sample Size  11 4 
Descriptive Statistics  Mean (Standard Deviation) 
     Job Satisfaction 50th %tile (42) 3.159 (1.008) 3.011 (0.88) 
     Role Ambiguity 50th %tile (42) 4.318 (1.642) 4.333 (0.304) 
     Role Conflict 50th %tile (42) 3.409 (1.257) 3.000 (1.163) 
  Non-Students Students 
Sample Size  13 1 
Descriptive Statistics  Mean (Standard Deviation) 
     Job Satisfaction 75th %tile (53) 3.271 (0.524) 3.364*  
     Role Ambiguity 75th %tile (53) 3.064 (1.498) 6.500*  




For Research Question 1, the researcher hypothesized there would be a significant 
difference between students and non-students, among full-time university employees, in job 
satisfaction, role conflict, and role ambiguity. A MANOVA test determined enrollment did not 
have a significant effect on employees’ job satisfaction, role conflict, or role ambiguity. 
However, univariate tests, which allow researchers to disentangle the three variables and test 
them separately, indicated students were more satisfied with their jobs than non-students.  
Research Question 2 considered whether demographic variables moderated the 
relationship between an employee’s enrollment as a student and their job satisfaction, role 
conflict, and/or role ambiguity. While gender identity, racial identity, parental status, years of 
service, and age did not moderate the relationship between enrollment and any of the dependent 
variables; marital status moderated the relationship between job satisfaction and enrollment. 
Only married employees and those who were single and dating showed any significant 
relationships between enrollment and job satisfaction. Married student employees were more 
satisfied with their jobs than married non-student employees. Conversely, single and dating non-




CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSION 
Overview 
Most job satisfaction research focuses on the corporate world (Howard-Baldwin et al., 
2012) and rarely on higher education, even less so on higher education staff. When job 
satisfaction is studied among those working in higher education, it has typically been dedicated 
to examining satisfaction among faculty (Howard-Baldwin et al., 2012). To convince their 
colleagues not to overlook this population, some researchers have pleaded that their audiences do 
not discount the value of staff and their impact on the institution's operations (Anderson et al., 
2000). Oshagbemi (2013) explains that faculty conduct most research, and they generally look 
outward for their research topics and subjects. One can understand faculty not wanting to 
research themselves, but as the current study has shown, there are other professionals working in 
higher education that previous research has yet to explore in depth. 
According to Anderson et al. (2009) said “there is a dearth of research on the stress and 
inter-role conflict levels of [staff employees]” ( p. 99). Bracken and Allen (2006) explained the 
dichotomy of staff working in a university, which naturally values a college education. When 
staff try to take advantage of that education for themselves, however, they often feel they are 
stepping outside the boundaries that have been established for their employee rank. Sandwiched 
between faculty and students, Gordon and Whitchurch (2010) described staff as “invisible,” (p. 
39).  
Role theory states that norms are socially arranged roles that people assume (Young, 
2015) such as student, faculty, or staff members in a university setting. Employees who 
concurrently take college courses may challenge this norm within higher education. Within the 
bounds of organizational role theory, taking on multiple roles should result in conflict as staff 
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struggle to balance meeting expectations of their work roles with their non-work roles (Arthur & 
Tair, 2004; Love et al., 2010). On the other hand, the results showed there was no significant 
conflict with any group and that employees in this dual role were generally satisfied with their 
jobs. To account  for some of these unexplained results, the researcher suggests a new lens 
through which this framework might be viewed that fills in the gaps of the expectations and 
findings.  
Support for these employees may be more complicated when they are also students, but it 
is also possible that the care, support, and services recommended for traditional students may not 
be unilaterally applied to students who are employees. Mills et al. (2014) concluded that most of 
their student participants felt "a disparity exists between the support for their studies originally 
espoused by their employing organizations and the actuality of the support received from them," 
(p. 454). 
To address these concerns, this study focused on how dual roles among university staff 
affected job satisfaction, role conflict, and role ambiguity. Several demographic traits were tested 
as moderators to see how employees’ background characteristics might affect the impact being a 
student s has on their job perceptions. These traits included gender identity, racial and ethnic 
identity, parental status, marital status, age, and years of service to the university.  
Principal Findings  
Collectively, job perceptions were not affected by employees’ enrollment; however, 
when tested individually, job satisfaction was higher among students than non-students. The only 
demographic trait that moderated the effect of enrollment on the dependent variables was marital 
status. The researcher found that married students had higher job satisfaction than non-students, 
while single and dating non-students had higher job satisfaction than students. Gender identity, 
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racial and ethnic identity, parental status, age, and years of service did not moderate the 
relationship between enrollment and job perceptions.   
Once it was established that demographic traits did not interact with student status, the 
effect of enrollment on job perceptions was examined using these traits as covariates. There were 
no differences found for either Research Question 1 or 2 pertaining to role conflict, and only 
marital status showed significance for role ambiguity. After controlling for each of the 
demographic variables individually, only one changed the group difference in job satisfaction, 
role conflict, or role ambiguity. After controlling for marital status, students had more role 
ambiguity than non-students. This was the only analysis in which role ambiguity was different 
between the two groups of employees.  
In addition, age showed differences in the main effects for job satisfaction. The results 
indicated that an employee’s age could impact employee job satisfaction after considering their 
enrollment status. Since comparing these factors in terms of employee enrollment status was not 
the focus of the study, the researcher did not explore this relationship further.  
Limitations 
Missing Data 
The researcher sent the survey to 3,527 university staff members. In the initial collection 
of data, 1,028 individuals responded to the survey. However, 217 participants (approximately 
21%) were disqualified for lack of sufficient data, leaving 811 participants in the final sample. 
To be retained in the sample, a participant had to complete the two surveys measuring the three 
dependent variables and indicate whether they were a student or not. Six participants did not 
disclose their age, 10 did not disclose their race, and six participants did not disclose their 
parental status. All participants answered the gender and marital status questions. The 
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participants who did not disclose their age were excluded from analyses that tested age as a 
moderator but included in the remaining analyses.  
A few people (n = 3) were employed with the university for less than one year, and they 
attempted to use the 'less than' symbol, which did not translate into the Qualtrics results 
correctly. Because the researcher asked for whole numbers, these answers were removed and 
treated as missing. There were also six participants who wrote in something other than their 
actual age, such as a 0, 1, or NA. Where there were impossible values, albeit very few, these 
were also treated as missing data. An additional participant indicated they were 15 years old, 
which was under the age limit to participate in the survey. Unfortunately, the researcher could 
not consider any of their responses.  
Small Samples 
Although the total sample size was substantial, there were small samples for certain sub-
populations. This was managed for some groups by combining those with unique characteristics, 
but others could not easily be combined into broader categories. For example, the researcher 
combined several multi-racial groups into Hispanic and Non-Hispanic categories. However, 
participants who were Middle Eastern, North African, American Indian, Alaska Native, Native 
Hawaiian, and other Pacific Islanders had too few participants in each group to be analyzed as 
independent groups. They did not share a more collective racial identity that would allow them to 
be combined into a broader category. Therefore, the consequences of these small sample sizes 
were the inability to compare certain subpopulations. 
Gender was another variable in which small sample sizes were a problem. Because the 
researcher had to exclude the Both and Neither gender group responses, this affected external 
validity, specifically Interaction of the Causal Relationship with Units, which is discussed further 
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below. Although there were enough participants in each marital status category to run the 
statistical analyses, only a small number of participants (n=10) were widows or widowers. 
Running an analysis with a small sample size can present threats to Statistical Conclusion 
Validity, such as low power or violation of the statistical assumptions and external validity, such 
as interaction of the causal relationship with units.  
Statistical Conclusion Validity 
Violations to Statistical Assumptions 
When comparing students to non-students without moderators or covariates, several 
statistical assumptions were violated for both the multivariate and univariates tests. These 
included multivariate normality, univariate normality, and linearity between dependent variables. 
In addition to the violations from the two-group MANOVAs, several statistical assumptions 
were violated when testing the moderators using factorial MANOVAs and MANCOVAs. These 
included univariate normality (67 of 120 factor levels), homogeneity of group variances in role 
ambiguity for marital status, univariate normality of the residual errors, and one of 12 analyses of 
linearity between the covariates and the dependent variables. Hahs-Vaughn (2019) stated that 
mild or moderate departures from normality have a minimal effect on Type I errors, and 
ANOVA can be a reasonably robust test against violations of normality with a larger sample 
size. However, it is possible that other violations of these assumptions may have weakened the 
validity of the study’s results.   
Restriction of Range 
Restriction of range could have threatened the results of this study if all participants had 
very high or low levels of one of the dependent variables. To evaluate the likelihood of this 
threat, the researcher compared the range of the participants’ survey responses to the actual range 
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of the survey questions. The range of participant responses covered just over 98 percent of the 
possible range. From this, the researcher determined that restriction of range was not a plausible 
threat to validity. Table 40 contains the range of possible answers in comparison to the actual 
reported survey data.   







Unreliability of Measurement 
Despite strong evidence of internal consistency and test-retest reliability, the MJS was 
originally developed to be utilized in the nursing field. Five of the 44 items were changed so that 
they applied to employees working in higher education. The modified questionnaire was tested 
for internal consistency using the current sample and demonstrated excellent reliability (rα = 
.95). In fact, the modified MJS was just as reliable as the original instrument for overall job 
satisfaction (rα = .95). As described previously, some of the demographic questions may have 
been unreliable as some participants (a) had trouble indicating that they had been employed with 
the university for less than a year or (b) did not include valid responses for their age. While the 
latter may not be due to a poor instrument, it did result in an invalid measure of age for those 
participants.      
 
 
 Minimum Maximum  
 Possible Reported Possible Reported 
Job Satisfaction 1 1.23 5 5 
Role Ambiguity 1 1 7 7 
Role Conflict 1 1 7 7 
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External Validity  
Interaction of the Causal Relationship (IOCR) with Units  
The intended population for this study was university staff employees. Therefore, it is 
important to consider how well one may generalize the results from this study across a variety of 
people and institutions. To determine how well the sample represented the sampling frame, the 
researcher obtained demographic data for all full-time employees of the university, including 
gender, race, marital status, age, and years of service through a public records request (See 
Appendix E). The distributions of each demographic trait were compared to the sample data (see 
Tables 41 and 42 below).  
Table 41. Descriptive Statistics for the Categorical Demographic Traits of the Sample and 
University Sampling Frame 
Gender Distribution Participants University 
Female 71.8% 62.4% 
Male 27.5% 37.6% 
Racial Distribution*   
Asian 4.3% 6.6% 
Black 12.9% 12.6% 
Hispanic 14.4% 23.4% 
Multi-racial 6.7% 1.7% 
White 60.4% 55.3% 
Marital Status*   
Divorced 8.8% 7.3% 







*Note. Categories based on university data 
Table 42. Descriptive Statistics for the Continuous Demographic Traits of the Sample and 
University Sampling Frame  
 
Because the results showed that gender did not moderate the effect of enrollment on job 
perceptions, the researcher can generalize the results to those who identify as male and female. 
However, due to the small sample size of participants who identified as both male and female or 
Marital Status* Participants University 
Single 25.8% 34.5% 
Widowed 1.2% 1.0% 
 Years of Service Age 




Mean 8.67 8.07 43.25 44.48 
Median 6.00 5.67 42.00 44.48 
Standard Deviation 7.672 7.258 12.140 12.335 
Skewness 1.263 1.253 .200 .153 
Kurtosis 1.341 1.425 -1.052 -.974 
Min. Value 0 0 23 21 
Max. Value 47 47 74 83 
Percentile            25% 3.00 2.50 33.00 34.00 
                            50% 6.00 5.67 42.00 44.00 
                            75% 13.00 12.75 53.00 55.00 
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neither male nor female, there were not enough participants in the sample to include them in the 
analysis. For this reason, the current study’s results cannot be generalized beyond those who 
identified as male or female. Furthermore, because race did not moderate the effect of enrollment 
on job perceptions, the researcher can also generalize to Asian, Black, Hispanic, and White racial 
and ethnic identities.  
Interaction of the Causal Relationship (IOCR) with Settings 
While the tables above suggest that the sample could be generalized to other employees 
at the sample university, it does not discuss how well these results may be found in (a) other 
universities within the state or outside the southeast region, (b) private institutions as well as 
public, or (c) small colleges. Because the current study looked at employees at only one 
university, trying to generalize the results broadly to other universities would be a threat to IOCR 
with settings. The researcher contends the sample could possibly be generalized to other 
universities with similar characteristics such as those with a large student population, located in a 
metropolitan area, and with heavy research activity. In addition, because Florida has a heavy 
Hispanic population and the sample university is a Hispanic Serving Institution, the researcher 
speculates it may be possible to generalize the results to other Hispanic Serving Institutions with 
similar characteristics as described above.  
Internal Validity 
Ambiguous Temporal Precedence 
Ambiguous temporal precedence threatens the validity of as study with it is not clear if 
the cause preceded the effect. Therefore, it is possible that any differences (or lack thereof) found 
between students and non-students regarding job satisfaction, role conflict, and role ambiguity 
may be due to individual differences rather than being a student. Because this was a causal-
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comparative study, enrollment status was already determined when the participants took the 
survey. The researcher hypothesized that being a student affected employees' job perceptions, but 
this hypothesis carries with it the assumption employees made the choice to become students 
before developing the job perceptions measured at the time of the study. For example, Randall is 
employed with the university full-time and decides to enroll in class. After entering the dual role 
of student and employee, Randall’s job perceptions change. However, it is possible that 
employees’ job perceptions influenced them to become students. For example, Shay is a full-
time employee at a university and is passed over for a promotion in favor of someone with an 
advanced degree. This event may affect how she perceives her job to the point that she then 
chooses to return to school herself. For Randall, becoming a student with a full-time job 
influenced his job perceptions. For Shay, her job perceptions influenced her to become a student. 
The two timelines below provide both the assumed and possible alternative order of events that 
were studied.  
 
Figure 8. Assumed Order of Events 










Figure 9. Alternative Order of Events 
Implications 
Knowledge is not power without the ability to act on it, to influence people, and to work 
with them effectively (Gurteen, 2021). When a university employee becomes a student, not only 
do they take on a second role, their relationships with their peers may also change. It is also 
possible that not everyone is prepared to handle this shift with the proper tact.  These employees 
are not only professional staff, but they also become the university’s consumers.   
As part of a qualitative pilot study, Laderwarg (2016) conducted interviews with two full-
time staff employees who were also students. One of these participants, who is referred to as 
“Laura,” worked in a central university administration position. Laura explained that her overall 
experience was that the university did not do enough, or much of anything, to guide—or even 
recognize—full-time employees in dual roles.  She heard her classmates discussing being able to 
do homework at their desks during their lunch breaks, but this was not an option for her based on 
the strict information technology controls within her division. This frustrated her regarding her 
job, and she grew envious that her job did not offer her a similar opportunity to get schoolwork 
done as it did her classmates. These feelings prompted her doubts of whether her supervisor 
genuinely supported her in this dual role, and she wondered if she had a different job if things 









might be different for her. When asked what it would look like for the university to provide dual 
role employees assistance or how they could help resolve this frustration with her job or her 
supervisor, she could not elaborate on any one thing specifically.  However, she recommended 
employees be provided with "tips, tricks, things to be successful…We need more of that…" 
Laura nodded as if agreeing with herself. "…putting the pieces together," (Laderwarg, 2016, p. 
7-8).  
Although “Laura” could not express any specific ideas for implementation, Laderwarg 
(2016) concluded that putting the pieces together meant helping dual role employees bridge the 
gap between employee and student roles and making their transition less awkward and more 
manageable. What does this additional administrative support look like in reality? Perhaps the 
implications of the current study could include offering support to these dual role employees 
such as working lunch breaks, an employee organization that involved mentoring, an orientation 
for new or prospective student-employees, and training for supervisors to improve support of the 
dual role employee.  
Theoretical Implications The current study could have lasting influence on the literature 
in several ways. First, some of the results were not only surprising, but they challenged the 
current conventions for organizational role theory role conflict, role ambiguity, and job 
satisfaction. Second, these results caused the researcher to reimagine how to embrace use of the 
framework in a modern manner that reflects today’s society, its norms, social change, and 
technological advances that could be affecting role theory. Finally, the results suggest that the 
effects that dual roles have on job perceptions can be generalized across genders, ethnicities, and 




Organizational Role Theory 
Organizational role theory is based on social structures that have been mapped out based 
on tasks in a tiered structure. The current study focuses on two components of organizational role 
theory: role conflict and role ambiguity. Since “role ambiguity and conflict are thought to be 
dominant factors in shaping employee perceptions of the work environment,” job satisfaction 
was also expected to be affected by dual roles (Ritter et al., 2016, p.1656). Organizational role 
theory expects there are multiple viewpoints, sometimes opposing, from which expected norms 
are formed. In the current study, the student-employees challenged the norm by taking on more 
than one role in their environment. According to organizational role theory, the dual role should 
cause role conflict and strain, which must be dealt with if the employee is to be content or 
satisfied. Therefore, the researcher hypothesized there would be a significant difference in job 
perceptions between student-employees and non-student employees, students would experience 
more role conflict and ambiguity than non-students, and non-students would experience more job 
satisfaction than students.  
 The current study results reflected that (a) holding marital status constant, students had 
higher levels of role ambiguity than non-students, (b) participants did not experience significant 
conflict based on any of the analyses, (c) overall, students had higher job satisfaction than non-
students, (d) married students had higher job satisfaction than married non-students and (e) 
single and dating students experienced less job satisfaction than single and dating non-students.  
Many of the results of the current study contradicted the researcher’s expectations. Not 
only does organizational role theory predict employees will experience conflict, but it also 
suggests employees will not be satisfied until the conflict is removed. In the current study, not 
only did having an additional role as a student not increase role conflict, but the married 
118 
 
employees in the dual roles had higher job satisfaction that those with only one role in the 
institution. The only partially expected role was for role ambiguity, but it was only significant 
after holding marital status constant.  
Companion Theories 
Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs.  Maslow (1943) sought to understand what motivates 
people beyond rewards. He believed motivations would build or become deficient as needs were 
met or unmet. His theory was built on a pyramid structure, divided into five human needs, from 
basic to conceptual. Starting from the, the tiers that coincide with the carriable in the current 
study are the third and fourth tiers of the pyramid, which consist of belonging, love, and esteem.  
Over the last decade, multiple studies have been conducted on the connection between 
job satisfaction and marital status. Kemunto et al., (2018) addressed these findings and 
concluded, that “marital status has a continual commitment on the organization with the married 
group being much happier in their jobs compared to the other statuses,” (p. 52). Kemunto et al., 
wrote about whether marital status was an antecedent to job satisfaction in teachers. The results 
of his study mirrored the current study in that the married participants had higher job satisfaction. 
“It is expected that married teachers enjoy a high job satisfaction compared to the other marital 
statuses as this particular group received social support, were esteemed, valued and could rely on 
the availability of somebody during stressful times,” (Kemunto et al., 2018, p. 52). These reasons 
reflect the third and fourth tier needs of Maslow’s hierarchy/ Social support and the availability 
of some to rely on are third tier needs, while esteem and being valued are fourth tier needs.     
While trying to carry several roles at once has the possibility to affect an employee’s job 
satisfaction,  the current study showed married student employees had higher job satisfaction. 
Where married students had higher average job satisfaction scores in the current study, single 
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and dating students had lower average job satisfaction scores. This contrast could reflect the 
nature of each type of relationship, which may determine the level of support they received from 
their partner to balance their employee and student roles. The support a spouse may be willing to 
provide, a boyfriend or girlfriend may not, such as taking over house chores, caring for children, 
and running errands. This would free up time for the student-employee to focus on work, school 
and have time for their family outside of housework. On the other hand, a boyfriend or girlfriend 
may not be as invested in the relationship to provide the same kind of support. Therefore, he/she 
may not be freeing up any time and may even be a distraction.  
Two-Factor Theory. Herzberg et al., (1959) claimed there were two factors that lead to 
employee satisfaction, motivation and hygiene. Motivation includes concepts such as personal 
growth, passion for one’s job, opportunities for promotion, respect, recognition, and praise. 
Hygiene concepts included more base needs such as policy, stability, relationships, and 
supervision. Stello (2011) explained, “Good feelings about the job…they stemmed from specific 
achievements and recognition about those achievements as opposed to the job itself,” (p. 5).  
Although motivation factors like respect, recognition, and praise can come from a 
supervisor or peer at work, they can also come from a spouse or partner. The type of spousal 
support described in the two-factory theory could be a defining aspect for those who are married, 
working, and going to school. The more one spouse takes on could be a trigger for the other 
spouse to create an environment with increased motivation factors like recognition and praise, 
which could possibly explain why married students had higher job satisfaction. 
Conversely, the employee may also give recognition and praise to their spouse in the 
appreciation of their support, creating a symbiotic relationship in response to the dual role. This 
is more related to life satisfaction, which was not the focus of the current study; however, 
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Campbell et al., (1976) developed a framework linking general life satisfaction to satisfaction 
with other areas in life including work and family.  
Schlossberg’s Transition Theory. Schlossberg’s transition theory is made up of the four 
S’s: situation, self, support, and strategies (see Figure 8).  
      
Figure 10. Diagram Representing Schlossberg’s Transition Theory 
Situation describes what is happening; this may include a role change, stressor, or 
transition. Self is based upon the individual’s views and how they cope with stress and transition. 
Support includes intimate relationships and family units as networks of support. Strategies are 
tactics used to control the situation. 
Based on the current study, the situation the student-employees face is their dual role, 
especially if it is a new role for the employee. Depending on the person—the self—each person 
will have different coping styles for handling their transition from employee to student-

















how an individual handles change.  The support network at home that is helping the individual 
cope with the stressor directly relates to the significance of having a spouse at home to help 
manage stress and transition. This may explain why married students were more satisfied with 
their jobs.  Individual strategies for working students are approaches that help them cope with 
their dual roles. These may include (a) dedicating weeknight and/or weekend time at the 
library to complete work related to school, (b) foregoing certain optional obligations in favor of 
using the time to dedicate to school, or (c) rearranging the homework load or schedule to make 
time for school and family. 
One application for transition theory is to create an orientation program to introduce a 
group of people to something new. Something new represents a transition—the situation. Going 
to the orientation typifies a person who is looking for guidance in the transition—the self. At the 
orientation, the facilitators, other attendees, and family and friends at home are the support 
network. Finally, ideally, the information provided at the orientation will give the individual the 
tools they need to navigate the transition—the strategy. Later in the chapter, the researcher 
discusses how an orientation program may be something that could help student-employees 
navigate the change from single to dual role life.     
Framework Reimagined    
At the time, the new concepts of (a) role stress in the workplace (Kahn et al., 1964), (b) 
multiple roles creating confusion for the role player (Goffman, 1956), and (c) professionals’ 
appraisal of their job’s attainment or blockage of job values (Locke, 1968) were some of the 
founding principles of role theory. These and other tenets are those on which the researcher 
based the hypotheses for the current study. However, the researcher would like to propose that 
these are also examples of how role theory may contain antiquated ideals and was not sufficient 
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to predict and explain the current study’s results. Although Kahn, Goffman, and Locke would 
expect role conflict to be present in the current study, based on their assessment of multiple role 
scenarios, they would be wrong. The research contends this disconnect is due to the change in 
work roles over the past 40 to 70 years since these theories were developed. However, there are 
also some other key pieces missing. 
If dual role students experience more job satisfaction and the same role conflict as other 
employees, it may be time to reimagine some of our seminal authors’ thoughts on roles. For 
example, in the 1960s, most faculty were men and most of the support staff were women. 
However, in the 21st century, women are university presidents and men are administrative 
assistants. Today, a male can even be a female administrative assistant if he chooses. Work role 
choices have substantially changed since the 1960s; therefore, perhaps we should not continue to 
base our research solely on ideologies from 40 to 70 years ago. On the other hand, the age of the 
theory could be only one reason. Perhaps what we needed was a more extensive and substantial 
theoretical framework.  
Looking for the missing pieces, the research considered the companion theories as a 
mechanism to fill in the gaps between the results and what we know of organizational role 
theory. Some might say the combination of theories considered (a) Maslow’s Hierarchy of 
Needs (1943), (b) Herzberg’s Two-Factor Theory (1959), and (c ) Schlossberg’s Transition 
Theory (1984), created a theoretical umbrella that helped make sense of the current study’s 
findings. The missing connection was a bridge to Student Development Theory.     
Using organizational role theory in the context of higher education employees with dual 
roles as students might be too cumbersome for organizational role theory on its own, and clearly 
it did not predict or explain the results. By introducing well-known Student Development 
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theories, the results regarding why married students had higher job satisfaction were explained 
and supported. The need for respect and esteem based on their multiple role scenario, coupled 
with the modern professional attitude that suggests respect and esteem come from being busy 
and taking on extra roles, could explain why there was no significant role conflict in any group.  
The researcher would challenge other role researchers, especially in the field of higher 
education, to see the merit in a reimagined role theory, one which fuses these companion theories 
to explain what causes and explains conflict and ambiguity today. Returning to Sullivan (2014), 
the modern professional likes to flaunt how busy they are and brandish it like a badge of honor. 
Perhaps today’s professional draws satisfaction from multiple roles and takes pleasure when they 
can parade how successfully they balance a large amount of work on their plate. Some might say 
these modern professionals are not happy unless they have three or four balls in the air at once. 
Higher education employees, still generally satisfied with their jobs in the dual role, seem to be 
part of this modern trend. Perhaps busy is the new satisfied. 
It is also possible that obsolescence may play a factor in what caused conflict and 
ambiguity 40 to 70 years ago and what new technology and social norms allows us to complete 
today without ambiguity or conflict. E.g., Today, professionals can save time by reading emails 
before they arrive at work rather than memos that could not be addressed until the employee got 
to their desk. This allows more time for pressing matters that must take place in person. Shifting 
to what has to be done in person today; social norms no longer dictate that a parent must be 
present when their children arrive home from school. Dual-earner families make use of social 
and technological advances to make time for work and their other roles. Digital video camera 
and locking mechanisms on doors allow a parent to know when their children arrive home or let 
them in remotely if the child leaves their key in the house. The increasing trend of delivery 
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services, online shopping, curbside pickup, and subscription meal services also saves time one 
might spend going to a number of separate stores for groceries, gifts, home goods, etc. In 
summary, changing social morays and technological advances may have changed the definition 
of and what causes role conflict and ambiguity for today’s professionals.  
Finally, a trend described above was saving time. The researcher would like to introduce 
time as a mechanism by which the dual role employees might reduce their role ambiguity. There 
are still only 24 hours in each day but, as described above, using intermittent slivers of time 
efficiently could make a difference. Building on the old adage that one has to spend money to 
make money, the researcher suggests one might need to take time to make time.    
Returning to the results, it is possible the higher levels of role ambiguity found in married 
students came from a lack of clarity regarding how to perform their existing roles and student 
roles satisfactorily and compatibly. Perhaps it was not clear how to balance their time and effort 
between a job with which they were satisfied and their role as a student. Because both roles take 
place within the same environment, there may also be some disproportionate pressure for the 
dual role employees to perform both roles in an above average manner.  Consider the factor that 
time plays in not only performing roles but also balancing them. The higher role ambiguity seen 
in a contented student-employee might manifest itself in the employee’s difficulty in managing 
their time effectively. While the outcomes of the current study were surprising, the researcher 
contends it is possible to take time to make time and leverage a reimagined framework to find 
unique ways to change practices and improve how we serve the dual role staff population. This is 





Working Lunch Breaks 
One example of how administrators might help employees is to allow them to use their 
lunch breaks to do their homework at their desks or somewhere private if their desk is in a public 
area. As “Laura” explained, the IT group in her area was very controlling considering anything 
personal conducted on work computers. In the current study, employees who were students 
tended to experience more role ambiguity; therefore, this change might seem counterintuitive. 
However, in practice it may prove to be more helpful as employees who were students also had 
higher levels of job satisfaction. For example, if “Laura” could do her homework at her desk, this 
would save her the time of traveling back and forth to a computer lab or the library and allow a 
solid 60 minutes for schoolwork, which could be an example of what she meant when she said 
she wants the administration to help student-employees with things to be successful. It is 
possible, with a compromise such as this, employees would appreciate their university 
administration and feel like they are supported as employees in this dual role. If this was a 
university-wide practice, it might also alleviate the desire of employees, frustrated with their jobs 
for not supporting their continuing education, to look for a job elsewhere on campus. The results 
of the current study showed students had more role ambiguity, possibly because they were not 
sure if they were in a job that supported their endeavors to continue their education or if they 
were given mixed messages about that support. The working lunch break would be a mechanism 
for the university administration to be clear that it supports its employees furthering their 
education. To avoid ambiguity from the outset, supervisors could also support the student-




This policy implication uses Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs and Herzberg’s Two-Factor 
Theory. By allowing the working lunch break, administration would be showing how they value 
their employees’ time and support them in their efforts to continue their education. This is also a 
motivating factor and a chance for supervisors to show their recognition of the hard work their 
employee is putting into their dual role and what an achievement it is.  
Management Training 
To improve supervisors’ support for their dual role employees, institutions could offer 
supervisor training. The primary purpose of this training is to educate supervisors on the 
experience of their employees in the dual role and to provide recommendations on how to 
support these employees. Examples of this support could include (a) schedule flexibility to the 
extent possible, (b) an attempt to learn about the employee’s educational pursuits, (c) 
understanding what type of schedule the employee has outside of work related to school for 
planning purposes, and (d) recognizing what the employee is undertaking is a long-term role 
change with fluctuating amounts of effort and time outside of work.    
Herzberg’s motivating factors can be seen here. The managers are supporting the 
employees with the specific purpose of reducing their role ambiguity; however, this could be 
accomplished using motivators such as positive reinforcement, recognition, and possibly 
personal growth for the employee as they work with their supervisors to address and understand 
each other’s expectations, needs, strengths, and weaknesses.  
Dual Role Employee Organization 
College campuses generally encompass many student organizations. The university 
location for the current study had over 850 registered student organizations. However, the 
researcher could find only four staff organizations. A suggestion for an employee organization 
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that caters to employees in the dual role may help these employees feel less alone and may open 
the opportunity for mentoring by employees who have graduated. Some topics of discussion 
could come from the Measure of Job Satisfaction survey’s subgroups, such as workload, 
professional support, and prospects. Since these dual role employees already have limited 
amounts of time, this organization would need administrative support to allow employees to 
attend meetings during work time, perhaps one hour per month. Since the current study showed 
students had higher degrees of job satisfaction but also role ambiguity, this type of bonding 
experience could boost morale in the employees’ current positions and make them feel more 
comfortable in the dual role by interacting with other employees in a situation similar to theirs. A 
group like this could also be an opportunity for employees who all believe in continuing 
education to network with each other. This organization shows clear connections to Maslow’s 
Hierarchy of Needs, safety and belonging, tiers two and three. The organization would not only 
provide resources and potential employment and networking opportunities, but it would also 
provide the members with a sense of connection.     
New Student-Employee Orientation  
In general, new students have orientations, and new employees have orientations, but 
how does one get oriented to being both? Perhaps a new kind of orientation could be developed 
to engage employees who are going to  take classes, as well as those who are thinking about 
taking classes. In the current study, when marital status was held constant, role ambiguity was 
significant. Not only was it significant, but students experienced more role ambiguity than non-
students. This is something that could be discussed during the orientation—the possibility for the 
dual role to lead to role ambiguity in the employees’ jobs. This orientation could address some of 
the situations in which student-employees may find themselves that they had not considered, 
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such as working professionally with or even supervising academic staff and then needing their 
own employee’s assistance to register or perhaps obtain an override into a class. One academic 
advisor may be the go-to person in their own work environment and find themselves needing 
help, desperate, or even lost and in need of an academic advisor for their own academic needs. 
However, if university administration were to implement supportive measures such as the 
working lunch or the dual role employee organization, employees could see that their university 
is supportive of their educational pursuits. When staff members feel lost in the middle between 
faculty and traditional students, a gesture such as an orientation for them would likely go a long 
way toward balancing some of their role ambiguity. Role ambiguity occurs when one's role is 
unclear. However, having two roles does not have to be ambiguous if there is a mechanism to 
provide clarity. An orientation such as this could be that mechanism. Schlossberg’s Transition 
Theory could be the basis for the curriculum. Employees could be led through exercises based on 
the Four S’s model.  
Trading Places 
Bowers and Martin (2005) refer to a phenomenon called "trading places," whereby an 
organization can better their outward-facing communications "by treating employees as 
customers and customers as employees," (p. 88). The traditional employee-student relationship 
juxtaposed with the relationship of the employee and student-employee is elegantly described by 
Bowers and Martin (2005) as a "small dance," (p. 88), which takes place between the individual 
who is the consumer at the moment and the individual who is the employee at the moment. The 
student-employee must become adept at this dance because the nature of their dual role will 
likely require them to sway back and forth between the higher education consumer and employee 
more than once a day. For those employees with regular student contact, they may experience 
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this consistently as they serve the consumer in their employee role and expect, or hope for, 
service in their student role. However, as Bracken and Allen (2006) illustrated, not all employees 
are prepared for relationships to change in this manner. A suggestion to prepare employees for 
this type of change is to train them on what the dual role is and what steps they might be 
expected to perform. This is discussed in further detail below. 
Another policy for administrators to consider is a briefing to faculty and academic 
advisors regarding the potential for co-workers to become their students. The extent to which this 
is necessary depends on the amount of crossover a student-employee’s job has with faculty and 
academic programming. If an employee worked in a Chemistry department and was getting a 
degree in Philosophy, it may be unlikely they would need to balance dual roles with faculty and 
other staff. However, if an employee were in a position where they worked with faculty and staff 
from all over campus, it is likely that they would need to interact with faculty and staff as both a 
student and co-worker on a regular basis.  
To take this training a step further, the job perceptions of an employee are often heavily 
influenced by their supervisor. Thus, training for supervisors and managers would be a logical 
step in this implication. So as not to duplicate resources, the core of each training session could 
remain the same, but the viewpoint from the trainees would change depending on the audience. 
This would initially allow for one or two people to conduct the training, but as more managers 
are trained, they can train their staff, and so on. Below is a more detailed description on what the 
training curriculum might be based.     
Training Curriculum from the Source  
Some employees in the dual role find their education to be a more freeing experience 
than their work because, as students, their opinions and what they think are valued. There is a 
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clear connection here to Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs, esteem, tier four, where individuals seek 
respect and status. One might imagine how it could be hard to go from an atmosphere that values 
your opinions to one where you are expected to stay inside the box in a restrictive employee role 
that Bracken and Allen (2006) study participants described as "knowing your place," (p. 63). The 
level of discomfort, whether real or perceived, comes from the dual role employee's perspective. 
If they feel uncomfortable with faculty or academic advisors, the student-employees may need to 
discuss with the faculty and academic advisors why they feel uncomfortable, provide specific 
examples of treatment, and potential solutions to remedy these issues. Perhaps student-
employees do not like that faculty and advisors speak to them casually as if they are not as 
important as a traditional student. On the other hand, a faculty member or academic advisor may 
talk casually to a fellow employee as a means of breaking down some of their own discomforts 
or trying to make the student-employee feel more comfortable.  Bracken and Allen described 
some of their student-employee participants’ experiences, such as being seen in a primarily 
student-centered office as a consumer instead of an employee, as well as being treated like 
someone who may need help as opposed to someone who works in another department. They felt 
what could almost be described as a rush. They were "being served as opposed to serving 
others," and were permitted, invited even, to leave their "invisible support role" behind (Bracken 
& Allen, 2006, p. 63). 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Qualitative Research 
If one were looking to deepen their understanding of this topic, one avenue would be to 
conduct a follow-up qualitative study to expand on the results of the current study. A qualitative 
study could allow a researcher to understand the experiences of the participants by letting them 
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tell their own stories. In this way, the researcher's goal would be to discover themes that connect 
different groups or understand why other groups diverge in their opinions. Interviews or focus 
groups could be used as a platform for employees to describe their experiences in their dual 
student-employee roles.  Unlike in the current study, employees could express their thoughts 
regarding being a student and an employee simultaneously and how they perceive it to have 
positively or negatively affected their satisfaction with their job, whether it made their job role 
unclear, whether the two roles conflicted with one another, or if they feel being a student-
employee affected their job perceptions at all.   
Additionally, a qualitative study could  help to understand how marital status affects the 
relationship between enrollment and job satisfaction, why role conflict was not affected by 
enrollment, and what other factors affect job perception. In particular, a phenomenological study 
could provide evidence directly from the lived experience of the student-employee participants. 
Their stories and descriptions would provide an alternative method for finding themes this 
population shares, not themes the researcher provided and about which they inquire but themes 
directly from the experiences of the participants. 
Finally, to expand upon the Management Training, the researcher suggests a small-scale 
qualitative study be conducted to gather real examples of the university’s own student-
employees’ experiences to allow the training content to be based on data collected for the 
purpose of the training workshop. Perhaps multiple students’ experiences could be taken into 
consideration through a write-in survey, interviews, and/or a focus group. The students would be 
from different majors and degree levels and asked to give an account of their experience as a 
dual role employee. The mixed methods used to gather the data may give the facilitator examples 
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to share with supervisors in addition to sample situations to refer to when questions are raised 
during the training.  
Testing Moderators 
Future researchers may want to test different variables in hopes of finding other elements 
that moderate the relationship between enrollment and job perceptions. By finding additional 
significant moderators, not only would it advance the literature, but it would provide more 
information to university administrators and employees, themselves, about what components 
affect their job satisfaction, role conflict, and/or role ambiguity and to what degree as non-
students and current or potential students.  
Some examples of additional moderators might be employee salary, whether they report 
to a faculty member or another staff member, their perception of whether their supervisor 
supports their educational pursuits, how many hours they work, whether they also work in the 
field in which they are a student, their highest level of education not including their current 
academic pursuits, the college in which they are a student, the division in which they work on 
campus, their coursework level—masters, doctoral, specialist, or undergraduate—and whether 
they are a part-time or full-time student based on the number of hours they are enrolled.  
Examining Other Populations 
Changing the population altogether may also be useful. Future research may focus on 
university employees who are students to predict job satisfaction, role conflict, and role 
ambiguity from demographic traits, program level (i.e., undergraduate and graduate), college 
affiliation, program year (i.e., whether they are in the beginning, middle, or end of their 
program), and primary mode of instruction (i.e., online or face-to-face). 
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Alternatively, instead of surveying employees who are students, future researchers could 
survey faculty about their experiences with having university employees in their classrooms, 
whether they found it difficult to define clear roles for the student, and whether the dual role led 
to the student-employee slipping back into their previous faculty/staff relationship rather than 
their new faculty/student relationship. Future research could also focus on limiting participants to 
academic advisors. These employees are also staff employees, so their perspective could be 
unique if they advise employees who are now students and if the advisors themselves were or 
became students.   
To improve the generalizability of these results, it would be helpful to replicate this study 
by surveying employees at other universities in the state of Florida and those outside of Florida.  
Some sub-populations of this study could not be sufficiently studied because there were too few 
people to represent that group. A course of action that may increase participation from these 
populations could be to recruit participants through a staff or student organization that serves 
underrepresented groups. For example, contacting the LGBTQ Staff Association to invite and 
encourage their participation in the study may help obtain more participants who identify as a 
non-binary gender type (i.e., both or neither male nor female). There are similar associations for 
ethnic groups, such as Middle Eastern, where the researcher could reach out ahead of time to 
solicit participation from members of this group.  
Changing Instruments 
In the current study, the use of the Measure of Job Satisfaction survey in a higher 
education setting required a slight term change, as the original survey used the word patients in 
several questions. Future researchers might want to consider another replacement word for 
patients and/or a better explanation of how to apply the idea to the participants’ current job. The 
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current study used the word client, but it may be that certain occupations within the non-
instructional staff realm need a better explanation of who their clients are or the idea behind the 
concept of the people whom your job serves. The MJS was shown to be the best instrument in 
Van Saane et al.’s (2003) comparison of almost 30 job satisfaction instruments, so the researcher 
is confident in the validity of the instrument itself, but maybe the delivery could be strengthened 
regarding instructions for the participants on how to interpret the survey items. 
Final Conclusions  
Although a researcher hopes their study will yield significant results, administrators can 
be comforted in the lack of significant findings of dual roles affecting role conflict. This means 
their employees, on average, do not experience high levels of conflict in their work environments 
and that becoming a student did not negatively affect most of their employees, except those who 
are single and dating. However, administrators should be concerned that students experience 
more role ambiguity than non-student employees.    
Based on the results from this study, the researcher recommends administrators provide 
some form of support, such as the working lunch to have time for homework at work, a student-
employee organization for the opportunity to network, mentor, or be mentored while engaging 
with other student-employees, and an orientation with the goal of informing employees what 
differences they might expect in their jobs as a result of becoming a student. The researcher 
thinks the orientation should be required for students enrolling in classes for the first time as an 
employee but also available to employees who are considering enrolling.  
Previous research has shown that attempting to manage multiple roles can affect your job 
satisfaction (Love et al., 2010) and the current study indicated employees' marital statuses were 
shown to be a contributing factor. Looking closer, the researcher found that married students had 
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higher average job satisfaction than non-student employees. Single and dating non-student 
employees had higher levels of job satisfaction, according to the study's results. Investigating 
why single student-employees are less satisfied with their jobs is another potential area of future 
research. It is also possible their dissatisfaction with their jobs led them to return to school in 
hopes of becoming more marketable for another position. This information could serve as a 
potential area of future research, but more immediately, the researcher's message to these 
individuals, in particular, would be to have a conversation with their significant other—and 
perhaps their boss if they have a relationship appropriate for this topic—about the known 
potential consequences of being a full-time university employee and student while dating. This 
may be an ideal time for the employee to communicate that they may need support, 
encouragement, and/or guidance to help them through their degree program.   
On the other hand, findings that indicate gender identity, racial identity, parental status, 
age, and years of service with the university do not moderate the effect of enrollment on job 
satisfaction, role conflict, and/or role ambiguity may be reassuring to university employees who 
are considering going back to school. According to the National Center for Education Statistics' 
most recently available figures on enrollment, part-time students made up just over 32 percent of 
all students, and non-traditional students made up just over 54 percent of all students. Although 
the current study was based on topics that might conjure negative undertones—job satisfaction, 
role conflict, role ambiguity—there were no findings to suggest enrolling in school would 
negatively affect an employee's job perceptions.  
Although there were some limitations to the study, there were several features that 
strengthened the study's validity which are discussed below. The study had a respectable sample 
size that mitigated low power as an issue. Additionally, significance was found in one of the 
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moderators and two univariate, main effects for enrollment. While a researcher naturally hopes 
their study will yield significant results, non-significant results still produce data, add to the 
literature, and provide a starting point for future researchers. Not finding significance in the 
moderators could possibly allow the researcher to generalize the results (using only the levels 
from the survey) to a diverse population. That is, the effect (or lack of effects) of enrollment on 
job perception applies to people with a variety of backgrounds. Kukull and Ganguli (2012) 
discussed comparing potential participant groups and the probability that one might be able to 
connect study findings with similar samples. Higher education undoubtedly provides an ample 
number of similar groups, but very little research so far.  
There is a prominent gap in the literature on non-instructional university staff. Farrell 
(2009) discussed the importance of staff in their many roles within higher education, e.g., 
academic advisors,  who are “singularly influential,” (p. 89). As valuable employees, their job 
satisfaction should be important to higher education administrators and faculty. These singularly 
influential staff members work directly with the university's students – some of whom are also 
their co-workers. The relationship between staff working with students then staff becoming 
students does become circuitous.   
Current student-employees, many of whom are Baby Boomers or from Generation X, are 
possibly in school to advance their careers. However, individuals from the Z Generation are (a) 
more likely to have parents who have at least a bachelor’s degree, (b) less likely than Millennials 
and Gen Xers to drop out of school, and (c) more likely to attend college (Parker & Igielnik, 
2020). Nearly 25 percent of the sample for the current study were students. However, if youngers 
generations are more likely to attend college, we may see a higher proportion of student-
employees in the future – especially from the Millennial and Z generations. According to the 
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Pew Research Center, Generation Z is “on track to be the most well-educated generation yet,” 
(Parker & Igielnik, 2020, para. 4).  
If a quarter of the participants in this study were students, the prevalence of higher 
education employees who are also students is a population worthy of research inquiry. 
Hopefully, the current study is a respectable start to grow the literature for a topic on which there 
is little research. Prior to this study, the researcher found only one article that focused on how 
higher education workers experience working and learning at the same institutions (Bracken & 
Allen, 2006). As a higher education employee, being a student in the university in which one 
works goes beyond being a non-traditional student and the extra pressures of going to college as 
an adult with accompanying responsibilities. Although they may know plenty of employees who 
have or are pursuing continued education at their institution of employment, the unique dual role 
of the student-employee is not one many in higher education have considered as being an 
especially different type of employee or student role. However, employees who are or were 
recently students can understand this experience and possibly feel relief knowing someone is 
researching this relationship they may have felt was singular to their experience or was somehow 
something they caused.  
Watts (2008) said, “One of the main challenges for part-time students is the strain of 
having to make the psychological adjustment of constantly switching from one mindset to 
another, (p. 370). For example, a student who has a meltdown in front of other students may be 
commonplace. Having a meltdown in a teacher’s office or in front of your dissertation chair may 
even be more common than one might think; however, a meltdown at work in front of one’s 
colleagues is typically frowned upon. Other students are more likely to empathize when venting 
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about school and how it negatively affects one's home life than colleagues with whom one must 
retain professional relationships.  
The researcher is optimistic that (a) administrators will give the dual role concept 
credence and find a mechanism to orient employees who will take on the dual role within their 
university, (b) employees who are considering enrolling in classes will not shy away from 
advancing their education but prepare themselves by organizing their lives such that these roles 
can coexist peaceably (c) this research will help students, employees, and student-employees 
alike, (d) this study will pave a way toward a more empathic way of working with the student-
employee, and (e) researchers’, administrators’, and supervisors’ minds will open up to the 
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Jade Laderwarg 4/21/21
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replied to my survey to the actual employee population to see if my sample represents the actual UCF 
employee population or not.)  
 At the time I was sending out my survey, I used a list of staff email addresses dated 12/20/19 
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